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United States Department of Justice

Washington, D.C. 20530 FEB 12 2003

ROBERT D. MULLANEY
Environmental Enforcement Section CﬁRKUQW@RETCmmT
Environment and Natural Resources Division DISTRICT GF KREVADA

Lecartormmss et ¥ 5

301 Howard Street, Suite 1050
San Francisco, California 94105
Telephone: (415) 744-6491

DANIEL G. BOGDEN

United States Attorney

BLAINE WELSH

Assistant United States Attorney
District of Nevada

333 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Suite 5000
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Telephone: (702) 388-6336

Attorneys for Plaintiff United States of America

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

CV-$-04-0162-KID-PAL
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,
V.
) CONSENT DECREE
J. R. SIMPLOT COMPANY, ;
Defendant. ;

WHEREAS, Plaintiff United States of Aherica, on behalf of
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”), 1is
concurrently filing a complaint (the “Complaint”) initiating this
action against the J. R. Simplot Company (“Simplot”);
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WHEREAS, the Compiaint_alleges that Simplot operated its
silica sand processing facility in Overton, Nevada (the
“Facility”) in violation of the Nevada State Implementation Plan
for Clark County (the “SIP”), including the requirement to apply
Best Available Control Technology (“BACT”) for emissions of
sulfur dioxide (“S0O,”), and that the violations of the SIP are
continuing; |

WHEREAS, the SIP was approved by EPA pursuant to Section 110
of the Clean Air Act (the “Act”), 42 U.S.C. § 7410;

WHEREAS, EPA issued a Notice of Violation in September 1999
(the “NOV”) with respect to the United States’ allegations
against Simplot;

WHEREAS, Simplot denies the material allegations of the NOV
and of the Complaint;

WHEREAS, this Consent Decree does not constitute an
admission by Simplot of any facts or of any liability for the
matters alleged in the NOV and/or in the Complaint;

WHEREAS, the United States and Simplot (collectively, the
“Parties”) agree that settlement of the civil claims as alleged
in the NOV and/or in the Complaint is in the public interest and
that entry of this Consent Decree without further litigation is
the most appropriate way to resolve this action;

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED as
follows:

/[
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I. JURISDICTION AND PARTIES BOUND

1. Jurisdiction & Venue. This Court has jurisdiction over
the subject matter of this action and over the Parties pursuant
to section 113(b) of the Act, 42 U.S.C. §‘7413(b) and 28 U.S.C.
§§ 1331, 1345 and 1355. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant
to 42 U.S.C. § 7413 (b) and 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391(b), 1391(c) and
1395(a), because the violations alleged in the Complaint are
alleged to haye occurred in, and Simplot conducts business in,
this judicial district. The Complaint states a claim upon which
relief may be granted against Simplot pursuant to 42 U.S.C.

§ 7413(b). Notice of the commencement of this action has been
given to the State of Nevada through the Clark County Department
of Air Quality Management (“DAQM”). Simplot consents to and
shall not challenge entry of this Consent Decree nor this Court’s
jurisdiction to enter, enforce, modify, or terminate‘this Consent
Decree.

2. Parties Bound. This Consent Decree shall apply to, and
be binding upon, Simplot and its successors and assigns, as well
as on the United States on behalf of EPA.

a. Requirements for Transfer of the Facility. In the
event that Simplot proposes, during the term of this Consent
Decree, to sell or fo transfer any ownership interest or right to
operate the Facility, including but not limited to the sale,
lease, or licensing of others to operate all or part of the

Facility (hereinafter a “Facility Interest”), Simplot shall:
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i. Prior to transferring any Facility Interest, gi&e
written notice of this Consent Decree to the
proposed purchaser(s) or transferee(s), and shall
concurrently submit a copy of the written
notification(s) to EPA, directed to the address
provided in Section IX (Notification), Paragraph
12; and

ii. Attach a copy of this Consent Decree to any
agfeement by which Simplot sells or transfers any
Facility Interest, and include in each such
agreement a provision, enforceable by the United
States as a third-party beneficiary, that
obligates the purchaser or transferee to perform
the obligations of Simplot under this Consent
Decree.

b. Effect of Transfer on Simplot. Transfer of any

Facility Interest will not relieve Simplot from its obligations
under this Consent Decree.
II. CIVIL PENALTY

3. Payment Requirements. Simplot shall pay a civil penalty
to the United States of FIVE HUNDRED TWENTY FIVE THOUSANﬁ DOLLARS
($525,000), plus interest through the date of payment. Prior to
the execution of this Consent Decree, on August 30, 2002, Simplot
deposited the sum of $525,000 into an escrow account it had |
established bearing interest at the rate of 3% per annum. Within

the latter of FIFTEEN (15) days of the date of entry of this
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Consent Decree by the Clerk of the United States District Court
for the District of Nevada (the “Effective Date”), or FIVE (5)
days of receipt of the Fedwire Electronic Fund Transfer
instructions described in Paragraph 6, Simplot shall provide
written notice to the escrow agent instructing the escrow agent
to pay the United States the full amount of the funds held in
escrow ($525,000 plus all interest accumulated from the date of
commencement of escrow to the date of termination of the escrow
account). Simplot shall ensure that this payment is made in
accordance with the requirements of Section V (Payments under
this Consent Decree), Paragraph 6.
III. INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

4. Requirements to Install, Test & Report on Emissions
Controls. Simplot shall perform the injunctive relief prescribed
in this Paragraph 4 to, inter alia, install controls for sulfur
dioxide and particulate matter emissions at the Facility, test
those controls, and report on its progress on these activities to
EPA and DAQM.

a. Authority to Construct Permit and Operating Permit.

On June 10, 2002, Simplot submitted an application for an
authority to construct permit (“ATC”) to DAQM to install and
operate emission control equipment at the Facility under Rule
15.1 of the SIP (as approved by EPA at 47 Fed. Reg. 26386 (June
18, 1982)). Simplot revised that application to address the need
for a baghouse to control particulate emissions and resubmitted

the application to DAQM on March 14, 2003. Simplot subsequently

- 5 -
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revised and resubmitted the application to DAQM in December 2003
(the “Final ATC Application”). A copy of the Final ATC
Application is attached hereto as Attachment A. In the event of
any conflict between the terms of this Consent Decree and those
of Attachment A, the terms of this Consent Decree shall control.
Unless EPA agrees in writing to relieve Simplot of the
obligation, in whole or in part, of this Sub-Paragraph 4.a,
Simplot agrees that it will not accept, and will appeal, an ATC
issued by DAQM thét does not include: (1) the permit limits
proposed in the Finai ATC Application, described below in Sub-
Paragraph 4.a.i and (2) the mechanism proposed‘in the Final ATC
Application for establishing a permit limit on condensable
particulate matter emissions, described below in Sub-Paragraph
4.a.ii:

i. Set Permit Limits. The Final ATC Application
includes the following limits for fuel, SO2 removal
efficiency, S02 emissions, maximum coal throughput
rate, coal supply and filterable particulate matter
emissions (the “Set Permit Limits”):

(1) Simplot shall use either coal or propane as
fuel;

(2) Simplot shall remove S02 emissions at a
minimum removal efficiency of 85% when burning
coal containing 0.6% or less sulfur; for coal
containing greater than 0.6% sulfur, the
removal efficiency shall increase so as to
limit SO2 emissions to no greater than 7.34
lbs/hour (when burning coal with 0.8% sulfur,
for example, the SO2 removal efficiency shall
be no less than 89%);
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(3) Simplot shall limit SO2 emissions to a maximum
of 7.34 pounds per hour;

(4) Simplot shall limit the average coal
throughput rate to no more than 2.04 tons per
hour on a rolling twenty-four hour basis;

(5) Simplot shall require its coal suppliers to
provide coal containing a sulfur content of no
greater than eight-tenths of one percent
(0.8%), and shall also require its coal
suppliers to provide Simplot with confirmation
of the sulfur content of the coal provided to
Simplot; and :

(6) Simplot shall limit filterable particulate
matter emissions to no more than 0.025 gr/dscf

(verified by EPA Reference Method 5 or
equivalent methods approved by EPA).

ii. Permit Limit To Be Set Through Testing. The Final
ATC Application proposes establishing a permit
limit for condensable particulate matter based on
the levels determined through the Performance Test,
as described in Sub-Paragraph 4.c.
b. Installation of Emission Control Equipment.
Simplot shall diligently proceed with acquiring, installing and
operating the emission control equipment required by the ATC (the
“Emission Control Equipment”) upon receipt of the ATC. Simplot
shall complete construction and installation of the Emission
Control Equipment and shall begin to operate the Emission Control
Equipment no later than 365 days after receipt of the ATC.
Within FIFTEEN (15) days of completing installation of the

Emission Control Equipment, Simplot shall submit written notice

/1
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of completion to DAQM, with a copy to EPA, directed to the
addresses provided in Section IX (Notification), Paragraph 12.
| c. Peiformance Test. The requifements of this Sub-
Paragraph 4.c pertain to the test required to determine whether
the emissions controls specified in the ATC (including both the
Emission Control Equipment and the operation limits
(collectively, the “Emissions Controls”)) meet the Set Permit
Limits required by Sub-Paragraph 4.a.i, as well aé to establish
the basis for limits on emissions of condensable particulate -
matter (this test is hereéinafter referred to as the “Performance
Test”).
i. Proposed Test Protocol. No later than THIRTY (30)
days prior to completing installatioh of the
Emission Control Equipment, Simplot shall submit a
proposed test protocol for the Performance Test
(the “Performance Test Protocol”) to DAQM for its
approval, with a copy to EPA, directed to the
address provided in Section IX (Notification),
Paragraph 12. The Performance Test Protocol shall
require Simplot to demonstrate compliance with the
Emissions Controls specified in Sub-Paragraph 4.a.i
while operating at 90% of its capacity, i.e., a
firing rate of at least 1.84 tons per hour of coal
(containing no more than eight-tenths of one
percent (0.8%) sulfur content). The Performance

Test Protocol shall propose the means of measuring

- 8 -
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the coal throughput rate for the duration of the
source test. The Performance Test Protocol shall
also require Simplot to measure condensable
particulate matter, using EPA Reference Method 202

for condensable particulate matter. The

-Performance Test Protocol shall include the

selection of sampling ports and a discussion of EPA

Reference Method 1 Criteria.

Response to Comments on Performance Test Protocoi.
Within EIFTEEN (15) days of receipt of DAQM’s and
EPA’s comments on the Performance Test Protocol,
Simplot shall submit a revised test protocol (the
“"Revised Test Protocol”) to DAQM, with a copy to
EPA, directed to the addresses pfovided in Section
IX (Notification), Paragraph 12. Simplot shall
incorporate changes in the Revised Test Protocol
designed to satisfy all of EPA’s and DAQM’s |
comments on the Performance Test Protocol. If
Simplot believes that it cannot comply with any
change in the Performance Test Protocol called for
by any aspect of EPA’s and DAQM’s comments, Simplot
shall provide EPA and DAQM with a detailed
explanation of the reasons for its belief.

Changes to Revised Test Protocol. If EPA

notifies Simplot that its Revised Test Protocol

is insufficient, Simplot shall submit a second
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revised test protocol (the “Third Protocol”),
incorporating all of the changes requested by
EPA and/or DAQM, within THIRTY (30) days of
Simplot’s receipt of such notification. If
Simplot disputes EPA’s determination that the
Revised Test Protocol is insufficient, Simplot
may initiate dispute resolution procedures
pursuant to Section VIII (Dispute Resolution),

Péragraph 10.

iv. Conducting Performance Test. Simplot shall conduct

the Performance Test in accordance with the test
protocol (the Performance Test Protocol,‘the
Revised Protocol, or the Third Protocol) that is
approved by DAQM, with the written concurrence of
EPA. Simplot shall initiate the Performance Test
within the later of: (a) FORTY—FIVEY(45) days after
receiving DAQM’s approval of the test protocol, or
(b) SIXTY (60) days after reaching a coal
throughput rate of 1.84 tons per hour (but no later
than ONE HUNDRED EIGHTY (180) days after the
initial startup of the Emission Control Equipment).
Performance Test Report. Within FORTY-FIVE (45)
days after the completion of the Performance Test,
Simplot shall provide a report describing the
testing and its results to DAQM and to EPA,

directed to the addresses provided in Section IX

- 10 -
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(Notification), Paragraph 12. If the Performance
Test was successful in demonstratiné compliance.
with the Set Permit Limits required by Sub-
Paragraph 4.a.i, the report shall also propose
limits for condensable particulate matter to be
included in an operating permit issued by DAQM (the

“Operating Permit”) under Section 16 of the SIP (as

approved by EPA at 47 Fed. Reg. 26386 (June 18,

1982)) or successor provisions of the SIP, as
required by Sub-Paragraph 4.a.ii.

Performance Test Failure. If the Performance Test
fails to demqnstrate compliance with the Set Permit

Limits required by Sub-Paragraph 4.a.i, Simplot

" shall submit to EPA and DAQM, at the addresses

provided in Section IX (Notification), Paragraph
12, proposed revisions to the Emissions Controls
intended to meet the Set Permit Limits. The
provisions of this Sub-Paragraph 4.c, Performance
Test, shall apply upon DAQM’s issuance of a revised
ATC, if a revised ATC is required, or upon DAQM’s
issuance of a written notification that no revision
to the ATC is required. If Simplot is required to
submit a revised ATC application to DAQM due to the
failure of the Performance Test to meet the Set
Permit Limits, Simplot must submit its revised ATC

application to EPA and obtain EPA’s written

- 11 -
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approval of the revised ATC application prior to
formally submitting the application to DAQM for
approval. Simplot shall include thé requirements
of Sub-Paragraphs 4.a.i and 4.a.ii.in the revised
ATC application, and agrees that it shall not
accept and shall appeal an ATC that does not
include those requirements, unless EPA agrees, in
writing, to relieve Simplot of these obligations. .

d. Compliance Certification. No later than FIFTEEN
(15) days after submittiﬁg a source test report in accordance
with Sub-Paragraph 4.c.v that demonstrates compliance with the
standards required by Sub-Paragraph 4.a.i, Simplot shall submit a
written certification (the “Compliance Certification”) to EPA and
DAQM stating that it has met these requirements, directed to the
addresses provided in Section IX (Notification), Paragraph 12.

e. Operating Permit & Operation. Simplot shall apply
for an Operating Permit from DAQM to operate the Emission Control
Equipment, after obtaining EPA’s written acknowledgment that the
contents of the application meet the requirements of Sub-
Paragraph 4.e.1i.

i. Operating Permit Contents. In the application for
the Operating Permit, Simplot shall propose
incorporation of the Set Permit Limits and all
other operational requirements of the ATC or, if
one is necessary pursuant to Sub-Paragraph 4.c.vi,

the Revised ATC; an emissions limit for condensable

- 12 -
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particulate matter based on the results of the
Performance Test; a provision requiring a
methodology to determine the hourly SO, emission
rate; and a provision requiring measurement of pH
and flow rate of the scrubber liquor at least every
four hours while the Facility is operating. vUnlesg
EPA agrees in wfiting to relieve Simplot of the
pbligation, in whole or in part, of this Sub-
Paragraph 4.e, Simplot agrees that it'will not
accept, and will appeal, an Operating Permit that
does not include all of the requirements of this
Sub-Paragraph.
ii. Operation of Facility. Simplot shéll operate the
Facility and its equipment to comply with the
requirements for the Emissions Controls specified
in the Operating Permit. ‘
f. Progress Reports. Simplot shall submit quarterly
progress reports to EPA after issuance of the ATC and until the
issuance of the Operating Permit, directed to the address
provided in Section IX (Notification), Paragraph 12. The
progress reports shall be postmarked by the 30th day following
each calendar quarter and shall summarize the progress that
Simplot has made in installing the Emission Control Equipment,
conducting the Performance Test, analyzing the results of the
Performance Test, and obtaining the Operating Permit, as .

applicable.

- 13 -
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g. Performance Reports. Simplot shail submit
quarterly performance reports to EPA after submission of the
Compliance Certification pursuant to Sub-Paragraph 4.d and until
the termination of this Conseﬁt Decree, directed to the address
provided in Section IX (Notification), Paragraph 12. The
performance reports shall be postmarked by the 30th day following
each calendar quarter and shall state whether there waé any
period of operationvduring the quarter in which any emissions
limit specified iﬁ the Operating Permit is not met. If there was
any failure to meet any emissions limit, the repoft shall specify
the magnitude of any excess emissions, any conversion factors
ﬁsed, the date and time of commencement and completibn of each
time period of excess emissions, the nature and cause of any
malfunction (if known) and the corrective action taken or
preventative measures adopted. If Simplot is required by DAQM to
submit a quarterly report containing the information required for
performance reports pursuant to this Sub-Paragraph 4.g, Simplot
may submit to EPA a copy of the report submitted to DAQM in lieu
of a performance report.

IV. STIPULATED PENALTIES
5. Requirement to Pay Stipulated Penalties. Simplot shall
pay the following stipulated penalties for failure to comply with
this Consent Decree: |

a. Failure to Provide Timely, Accurate and Complete

Notices and Reports. If Simplot fails to provide any notice or

report requiréd by this Consent Decree by the date due (excluding
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the notices required by Paragraphs 9 (Force Majeure) or 18
(Termination)), or if Simplot fails to provide EPA with a revised
report within ten working days of receiving a written
notification from EPA that thé original report was incomplete,
inaccurate, or missing information, Simplot shall pay a
stipulated penalty for each-day the report or revised report is
late. The amount of the stipulated penalty for late notices or

reports is as follows:

Penalty per day Number of days of violation
$500 first through fifteenth
v$1,000 sixteenth through thirtieth
$1,500 each day beyond thirtieth

If Simplot disputes EPA’s request for a revised report, Simplot
may initiate dispute resolution procedures pursuant to Section
VIII (Dispute Resolution), Paragraph 10.

b. Failure to Meet Injunctive Relief Requirements
other than Notices or Reports. Except as may be excused undef
Section VII (Force Majeure), Paragfaph 9, Simplot shall be liable
for stipulated penalties for failure to comply with the
requirements of Section III (Injunctive Relief), Paragraph 4.
For each day Simplot fails to comply with any requirement of
Paragraph 4 (other than requirements to submit notices and
reports, which are subject to Sub-Paragraph 5.a), Simplot shall
pay the following stipulated penalty:

/7
/7
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Penalty per day Number of days of violation

$2,500 . first through fifteenth
$5,000 sixteenth through thirtieth
$10,000 each day beyond thirtieth

c. Failure to Make Timely Payments of Civil Penalty.
Simplot shall pay a stipulated penalty of $5,000 per day for
failure to timely pay the civil penalty required by Section II
(Civil Penalty), Paragraph 3.

d. Faiiure to Comply with Right of Access. Simplot
shall pay a stipulated penalty of $5,000 per day for failure to
comply with the requirements of Section VI (Right of Access),
Paragraph 7.

e. Accrual. ‘All stipulated penalties shall begin to
accrue on the day after the complete performance is due or the
day that a violation occurs and shall continue to accrue through
the final day of the completion of the activity or the correction
of the noncompliance.

f. Payable Upon Demand. Any stipulated penalty under
this Consent Decree shall be payable upon demand and dueAno later
than THIRTY (30) days from Simplot’s receipt of EPA’s written
demand. Stipulated penalties shall be paid in the manner set
forth in Section V (Payments Under This Consent Decree),
Paragraph 6. |

g. Interest on Late Payment. If Simplot fails to pay
stipulated penalties owed pursuant to this Consent Decree within

THIRTY (30) days of EPA’s written demand, it shall pay interest

- 16 -
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on the late payment for each day of late payment after the
initial thirty-day time period. The rate of interest shall be
the most recent interest rate determined pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
§ 1961.

h. Disputes on Stipulated Penalties. If Simplot
disputes its 6bligation to pay part or all of a stipulated
penalty, its sole recourse is to initiate the dispute resolutionA
procedures under Section VIII (Dispute Resolution), Paragraph 10.
If Simplot invokes dispute resolution, Simplot shall: (i) pay to
the United States any amount that it does not dispute and (ii)
establish an interest-bearing escrow account and deposit any
disputed amount into the account no later than TWENTY (20) days
of the date of EPA’s written demand for the stipulated penaltyQ
If the dispute is résolved inlSimplot’s favor, Simplot may
retrieve the escrowed amount plus any accrued interest.
Otherwise, the United States shall be entitled to the portion of
the escrowed amount as determined through informal dispute
resolution or determined by the Court, plus the interest aécrued
on such amount, and Simplot shall arrange for the disbursement of
the amount payable to the United States within TWENTY (20) days
of the determination resulting'from the resolution of the
informal dispute or that is issued by the Court. Simplot shall
make this'payment in the manner set forth‘in Section V (Payments
Under This Consent Decree), Paragraph 6. Simplot may retrieve
any balance in the escrow over the amount payable to the United

States plus the accrued interest on that balance.

- 17 -
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i. Reservation of Rights Respecting Failures to
Comply. Defendant’s payment of stipulated penalties under this
Cohsent Decree shall be in addition to any other rights or
remedies available to the United States by reason of Defendant’s
failure to comply with any requirement of this Consent Decree or
of applicable law. Where a violation of this Consent Decree is
also a violation of the Act, Simplot shall be allowed a credit
for any Stipulated Penalties paid against any statutory penalties
imposed for that #iolation. The United States may, in the
unreviewable exercise of its discretion, reduce or waive .
Stipulated Penalties otherwise due it under this Consent Decree.
V. PAYMENTS UNDER THIS CONSENT DECREE

6. Payment Method and Procedures. All payments under this
Consent Decree shall be made by Fedwire Electronic Fund Transfer
("EFT”) to the U.S. Treasury according to current United States
EFT procedures.. The United States will provide»a.copy of current
EFT procedures to Simplot, directed to the address provided in
Section IX (Notification), Paragraph 12. Concurrently with
making the EFT, Simplot shall fax notice of payment to the person
designated as “Point of Contact” on the EFT transfer instruc?ions
and shall send notice of payment to EPA and the United States
Department of Justice (“DOJ”) at the addresses listed in Section
IX {Notification), Paragraph 12. The notice of payment shall
identify: (1) the date and amount of monéy transferred; (2) the
name and address of the transferring bank; (3) this case by name;

(4) the civil action number; (5) USAO File Number 1999vV00370; (6)

- 18 -
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DOJ #90-5-2-1-06987; (7) this Consent Decree (including the
Effective Date); and (8) a description of the reason for the
payment (including the paragraph and sub-paragraph number (s) of
this Consent Decree that are most relevan; to the payment).
VI. RIGHT OF ENTRY

7. Access to Facility. Simplot shall provide EPA and its
contractors, consultants and agénts‘with access to enter the
Facility at all reasonable times, upon proper presentation of
credentials, for any of the following purpoées:

.a. to monitor the progress of activities required
under this Consent Decree;

b. to verify any data or information submitted to the
United States or DAQM in accordance with the terms of this
Consent Decree;

c. to obtain samples and/or, upon EPA’s request, to
obtain splits of any samples taken by Simplot or by its agents,
representatives, contractors, consultants or any other entities
controlled by Simplot (collectively, “Simplot’s Agents”); and

d. to assess Simplot’s compliance with this Consent
Decree, any authority to construct and/or any operating permit
issued by DAQM, and/or'the Clean Air Act.

- 8. Reservation of Rights Respecting Right of Entry.
Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be interpreted to in any way
limit or otherwise negatively affect any right of entry, right of
inspection, or right to obtain information held by the United

/77
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States pursuant to applicable federal, state, or local laws,
regulations, or permits.

| VII. FORCE MAJEURE

9. Prevention of Timely Performance. Simplot shall satisfy

the requirements of Section III (Injunctive Relief), Paragraph 4
excep? to the extent, and for the period of time, that such
performance is prevented or delayed by events that constitute a
“Force Majeure,” as provided in this Paragraph 9.

a. Defihition of Force Majeure. For the purposes of
this Consent Decree, a “Force Majeure” is defined as any event
arising from causes beyond the control of Simplot or Simplot’s
Agents that delays or prevents the performance of any obligation
under this Consent Decree despite the Diligent and Timely Efforts
of Simplot and Simplot’s Agents to fulfill the obligation.
“Diligent and Timely Efforts” include preventing or minimizing
any resulting delay to the greatest extent possible. Simplot’s
financial inability to perform any obligation under this Consent
Decree shall not be construed to be a Force Majeure for purposes
of this Consent Decree.

b. Notification of Force Majeure. Within 72 hours
after Simplot and/or Simplot’s Agents first learn(s) of an actual
or potential event that may delay or prevent the performance of
any obligation under this Consent Decree,and that Simplot
believes is a Force Majeure, Simplot shall notify the Chief, Air
Enforcement Office, Air Division of EPA, Region 9, by telephone

at (415) 972-3988. Simplot shall also submit a written
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notification to EPA within SEVEN (7) days of Simplot’s knowledgé
of the event, directed as provided in Section IX (Notification),
Paragraph 12. The written notification shall fully describe the
event that Simplot believes may delay or prevent performance; the
activities that may be delayed or prevented; the reasons for the
delay; the reasons why Simplotvbelieves that the‘delay isvbeyond
the reasonable control of Simplot and/or Simplot’s Agents; the
anticipated duration of the delay; the actions Simplot has taken
or intends to take to prevent or minimize the delay; a schedule
for implementation of any measures Simplot intends to take to
prevent or mitigate the delay and any effects of the delay; énd
the time needed to implement any directly delayed and/or
dependent activities. EPA may, in its unreviewable discretion,
extend the time within which written notification must be given;
however, no such extension shéll be effective unless it is
provided in writing.

c. EPA Determination. Within TEN (10) days after
receiving notice from Simplot of a potential Force Majeure, EPA
will provide written notification to Simplot stating whether
Simplot’s request for a delay is justified. 1If EPA agrees that a
Force Majeure has or will cause a delay in any compliance
requirement and that Simplot and/or Simplot’s Agents could not,
through the exercise of due diligence, prevent the delay, EPA’s
notification shall include an extension of time for performance
of the compliance requirements EPA believes have been or will be

delayed by the Force Majeure. EPA’s failure to respond to a
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request for a delay shall be deemed a deniai of that request. 1If
Simplot disagrees with EPA’s determination, it may initiate
dispﬁte resolution procedures pursuant to Section VIII (Dispute
Resolution), Paragraph 10.

d. Failure to Comply with Force Majeure Procedures.
Simplot’s failure to comply with the Force Majeure notice
requirements provided in Sub-Paragraph 9.b for any delay in
performance shall be deemed an automatic forfeiture of its right
to assert that thé delay was caused by a Force Majeure unless:
(1) such failure to provide notice was caused by a Force Majeure
or (2) EPA, in writing and in its unreviewable discretion, agrees
otherwise. "Simplot shall be deemed to know of any circumstance
that Simplot and/or Simplot’s Agents knew.or should have known.

VIII. DISPUTE RESOLUTION
10. Dispute Resolution Generally. The dispute resolution
procedures of this Section shall be the exclusive mechanism to
resolve disputes arising under or with respect to this Consent
Decree. However, the United States i1s not limited to the use of
the procedures in this Section if it chooses to enforce
obligations of Simplot’s that have not been disputed in
accordance with this Section.
11. Informal & formal Dispute Resolution.

a. Informal Dispute Resolution. In order to initiate
any dispute that arises under or with respect to this Consent
Decree, Simplot must first send a written notice to EPA and DOJ,

directed as provided in Section IX (Notification), Paragraph 12,
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outlining the nature of the dispute and requesting informal
negotiations to resolve the dispute. Simplot will be deemed to
have waived its right to invoké»dispute resolution -under this
Section unless it submits its written notice within FOURTEEN (14)
days from the date upon which the issue in dispute first arose or
was first discovered, whichever is later. EPA’s receipt of this
written notice will initiéte a period of informal negotiations,
which shall not extend beyond THIRTY (30) days unless the EPA and
Simplot agree otherwise.

b. Formal Dispute Resolution. If the informal
negotiations do not resolve the dispute, the determination of EPA
shall control unless Simplot invokes formal dispute resolution
under this Sub-Paragraph 11.b.

i. In order to invoke formal dispute resolution,

Simplot must send a written statement of position
to the EPA and DOJ, directed as provided in Section
IX (Notification), Paragraph 12, within THIRTY (30)
days after the termination of the informal dispute
resolution. Simplot’s statement of position shall
include any‘supporting factual data, analysis,
opinion, or documentation that Simplot believes EPA
should consider in its determination.

ii. Within THIRTY (30) days after receiving Simplot’s

statement of position, the United States will send
Simplot its own statement of position, directed as

provided in Section IX (Notification), Paragraph
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12. EPA will maintain an administrative record of
Simplot’s statement of position, the United States’
statement. of position; and all supporting
documentation and all other documents EPA takes
into consideration in reviewing the matter under
dispute and coming to its final determination.

Within FIFTEEN (15) days after receiving the

United States’ statement of position, Simplot

méy send a written reply to the EPA and DOJ,

directed as provided in Section IX

(NoFification), Paragraph 12.

The Director of the Air Division, EPA Region IX
(the “Pirector”), will issue a final decision
resolving the matter in dispute, based on the
administrative record compiled in accordance with
Sub-Paragraph 1l.b.ii. If the Director has not
issued a decision within NINETY (90) days of EPA’s
receipt of the Simplot’s reply, or, if Simplot
chose not to send a reply, within ONE HUNDRED (100)
days of the United States’ issuance éf its
statement of position, Simplot may send a written
request for a decision to the EPA and DOJ, directed
as provided in'Section IX (Notification), Paragraph
12. If the Director has not issued a decision

within THIRTY (30) days of EPA’s receipt of

‘Simplot’s request for a decision, Simplot’s
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position shall be deemed to have been denied. The
decision of the Director shall be binding upon
Simplot,.subject only to Simplot’s right to seek
judicial review in accordance with Sub-Paragraph
11.b.v.

The decision issued by EPA under Sub-Paragraph
11.b.iv, above, shéll be reviewable by this Court
if Simplot files a timely motion with this Court
for dispute resolution. Any such motion must be
filed within THIRTY‘(30) days after the Director
issues a decision or has been deemed to have denied
Simplot’s position pursuant to Sub-Paragraph
11.b.iv. Simplot must set the mqtion for hearing
more than FORTY-FIVE (45) days after the date that
the motion is filed. At the time that the motion
is filed, the motion must be concurrently sent to
DOJ and EPA by messenger or by overnight mail
delivery service, directed as provided in Section
IX (Notification), Paragraph 12.  The United States
shall have THIRTY (30) days after receipt of the
motion to respond to Simplot’s motion. The Court’s
decision in any such dispute resolution proceeding
shall be based on the administrative record
compiled pursuant to Sub-Paragraph 1ll.b.ii and the
Court shall uphold EPA’s determination unless

Simplot proves, by a preponderance of the evidence,
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that the determination was arbitrary and capriciéus
or otherwise not in accordance with law.

c. Dispute Resolution Does Not Toll Requirements.
Simplot’s invocation of dispute resolution procedures under this
Section will not, and shall not be deemed to, extend,.pcstpone,
or affect in any way any of Simplot’s obligations under this
Consent Decree that are not directly in dispute, unleSS the
United States agrees otherwise. Stipulated penalties with
respect to the diéputed matter shall continue to accrue without
regard to the invocation of dispute resolution procedures, but
payment shall be stayed pending resolution as provided in Sub-
Paragraph 5.h and, if determined to be payable in whole or in
part, shall be payed as provided in Sub-Paragraph 5.h.

IX. NOTIFICATION
12. Requirements for All Notifications & Submissions. All
notices and other submissions under this Consent Decree shall
meet the following requirements:

a. Reference Information. 1In each notice and other
submission that Simplot is required to send to EPA and/or DOJ}
Simplot shall refer to this Consent Decree and the Effective Date
and shall cite the case name:of United States v. J. R. Simplot
Company, the case number, USAO #1999v00370, and DOJ #90-5-2-1-
06987. ,

b. Certification Statement. In each notice and other
submission that Simplot is required to send to EPA, Simplot shall

include the signature and affirmation of a responsible official
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of Simplot, using the following certification statement:

Submissions from Simplot to EPA.

I certify under penalty of law that I have examined and
am familiar with the information submitted in this
document and all attachments and that this document and
its attachments were prepared either by me personally
or under my direction or supervision in a manner
designed to ensure that qualified personnel properly
gathered and presented the information contained
therein. I further certify, based on my personal
knowledge or on inquiry of the person or persons
immediately responsible for obtaining the information,
that the information is true, accurate and complete. I
am aware that there are significant penalties for
submitting false information, including the possibility
of fines ‘and imprisonment for knowing and willful
submission of a materially false statement.

c. Mailing Method and Address for Notices and

Simplot shall use certified

mail, express mail, or similar overnight mail delivery service

with return receipt requested for notices and all other

submissions it is required to send to EPA and shall address all

such notices and submissions to:

Simplot shall

to:

Director, Air Division (AIR-1)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9
75 Hawthorne. Street

San Francisco, California 94105

Attn: Charles Aldred, AIR-5

d. Mailing Address for U.S. Department of Justice.

Chief, Environmental Enforcement Section
U.S. Department of Justice

Attn: DOJ# 90-5-2-1-06987 (Mullaney)

301 Howard Street, Suite 1050

San Francisco, California 94105

- 27 -
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with a copy to:

Chief, Civil Division

United States Attorney’s Office
333 . Las Vegas Blvd. South, Ste. 5000
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Attn: USAO No. 1999V00370 (Welsh)

e. Mailing Address for Simplot. All notices required

to be sent to Simplot shall be addressed to:

Alan Prouty

Director, Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
P.O. Box 27, One Capital Center

999 Main Street, Suite 1300

Boise, Idaho 83707

with a copy to:

Ronald N. Graves

Senior Vice-President, Secretary
and Chief Legal Officer

P.O. Box 27, One Capital Center

999 Main Street, Suite 1300

Boise, Idaho 83707

f. Mailing Address for DAQM. All notices required to
be sent to DAQM shall be addressed to:
Michael Lohmeyer
Permit Specialist
Clark County Department
of Air Quality Management
500 South Grand Central Parkway
P.O. Box 551766
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155
X. MISCELLANEOUS
13. Settlement & Satisfaction of Civil Claims. Entry of
this Consent Decree and compliance with the requirements herein
shall be in full settlement and satisfaction of the civil
judicial claims of the United States against Simplot as alleged

in the Complaint filed in this action and/or in the NOV. This
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Consent Decree resolves only those matters specifically alleged
in the Complaint filed in this action and/or in the NOV, through
the date of lodging of this Consent Decree.

14. Reservation of Rights Against S;mplot. Except as
specifically provided in Paragraph 13, the United States does not
waive any rights or remedies available to it for violation by
Simplot of federal or state laws 6r regulations. This Consent
Decree shall in no way affect the United States’ ability to bring
future actions for any matters not specifically alleged in the
Complaint filed in this action and/or in the NOV, through the
date of lodging of this Consent Decree, and settled by this
Consent Decree. Any information provided pursuant to this
Consent Decree may be used by the United States in any proceeding
to enforce the provisions of this Consent Decree and as otherwiée
permitted by law.

15. Reservation of Rights Against Third Parties. This
Consent Decree does not limit or affect the rights of the United
States or Simplot against any third parties (parties not
specifically part of this Consent Decree), nor does it limit the
rights of such third parties against Simplot. ‘This Consent
Decrée shall not be construed to create any rights in, or grant
any cause of action to, any person not a party to this Consent
Decree.

le. Compliance Obligations Unaffected. This Consent Decree
in no way affects Simplot’s responsibilities to comply with all

federal, state, or local laws and regulations. This Consent
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Decrée is not, and shall not be construed as, a permit or a
modification of a permit. The United States does not, by its
consent to the entry of this Consent Decree, warrant or aver in
any manner that Simplot’s compliance with this Consent Decree
will result in compliance with the Act. Nothing in this Consent
Decree is intended to relieve Simplot of any reporting-
obligations required by the Act, its implementing regulations, or
any other federal, state or local law, regulation, permit or
other requirement;

17. Costs & Fees. Each of the Parties shall bear its own
costs and attorney’s fees in this action.

18. Termination. This Consent Decree shall terminate
according to the procedure provided in this Paragraph.

a. Notification of Completion of Obligations. One
year after Simplot has complied with the requirements of Section
ITI (Injunctive Relief), Paragraph 4 (including having
demonstrated compliance with the standards required by Sub-
Paragraph 4.a.i), Simplot shall provide a written notice to EPA, .
directed to the addréss pfovided in Section IX (Notification),
Paragraph 12, stating that Simplot has satisfied all obligations
of this Consent Decree and believes this Consent Decree can be
terminated. Simplot’s notice shall refer to this Paragraph 18.

b. EPA Determination. Within, K SIXTY (60) days after
receiving notice from Simplot, EPA will provide Simplot with a
written response, either stating EPA’s agreement that this

Consent Decree is terminated, or stating EPA’s determination that
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this Consent Decree should not be terminated. TIf EPA fails to
provide written response within SIXTY (60) days after receiving
written notice from Simplot or if EPA’s written response states
that this Consent Decree should not be te;minated, Simplot may
initiate dispute resolution procedures pursuant to Section VIII
(bispute Resolution), Paragraph 10.

19. Retention of Jurisdiction. The Court shall retain
jurisdiction to resolve any disputes that arise under this
Consent Decree, including any disputes pending at ﬁhe time this
Consent Decree is terminated.

20. Procedural Requiréments & Withdrawal of This Consent
Decree. Simplot agrees and adknowledges that final approval of
this Consent Decree by the United States and entry of this
Consent Decree is subject to the requirements of 28 C.F.R.
Section 50.7, which provides for notice of the lodging of this
Consent Decree in the Federal Register, opportunity for public
comment for at least THIRTY (30) days and consideration by the
United States of any comments prior to entry of this Consent
Decree by the Court. The United States reserves its right to
withdraw its consent to this Consent Decree based on comments
received during the public notice period. Simplot consents to
entry of this Consent Decree without further notice to or from
the Court.

21. Authority of Signatories. Each undersigned
representatiVe of Simplot and of the Plaintiff, including the

Assistant Attorney General for the Environment and Natural
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Resources Division of the Department of Justice, certifies that
he or she is fully authorized by the party he or she represents
to enter into the terms and conditions of this Consent Decree and
to execute and legally bind the party he or she represents to
this Consent Decree.

22. Service of Process. Simplot agrees to accept service
of process by mail with respect to all matters arising under or
relating to this Consent Decree and to waive the formal service
requirements set forth in Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure and any applicable Local Rules of this Court,
including, but not limited to, service of a summons.

23. Integration. This Consent Decree, together with its
Attachment, constitutes the final, complete, and exclusive
agreement and understanding among the Parties with respect to the
settlement embodied in this Consent Decreé, and supersedes all
prior agreements and understandings, whether oral or written. No
other document, nor any representation, inducement, agreement,
understanding, or promise, constitutes any part,vor shall be used
in construing the terms, of this Consent Decree or the settlement
it represents.

24. Modification. This Consent Decree may not be enlarged,
modified, or altered unless such modifications are made in
writing and approved by the ?arties. If a proposed modification
would constitute a material change to any term of this Consent
Decree, it shall be effective only upon approval by the Court.

/]
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25. Counterpafts. This Consent Decree may be executed and
delivered in any number of counterparts, each of which, when
executed and delivefed, shall be deemed to be an original, but
the.counterparts shall together constitute one and the same
document.

26. Section and Paragraph Headings. The section,
paragraph and sub-paragraph headings set forth in this Consent
Decree are in;luded for convenience'of reference ohly, and are
not intended to supersede any other provisions of this Consent
Decree. In the event of any conflict between any headings and
any terms contained in the body of this Consent Decree, the

headings presenting the conflict are to be disregarded.

27. Final Judgment. Upon entry by this Court, this Consent

Decree shall constitute a final judgment for purposes of Fed. R.

Civ. P. 54 and 58.
ORDER

IT IS SO ORDERED:

United States District Judge

DATED:
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For the Plaintiff United States of America:

THOMAS L. SANSONETTI
Assistant Attorney General
Environment and Natural Resources Division

Dated Il ﬁ’ 04
U
Dated: i-lb-0Y

Zolg

W. BENJ IN FISHEROW

Deputy hlef

Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment and Natural Resources Division
U.S. Department of Justice

Dated: > ~12~ OL{

ROBERT D MULLANEY 2

Trial Attorney
Environmental Enforcement Section

Environment and Natural Resources Divisgion

U.S. Department of Justice

DANIEL G. BOGDEN
United States Attorney

By:

Jlie T LA

BLAINE T. WELSH
Assistant United States Attorney
District of Nevada
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Dated:

%ﬂu 1’7%0

JOHN P?*ER SUAREZ '
Assistant Administrator

for Enforcement and Compllance y:
U.S. Environmental Protection Age

OF COUNSEL:

WAYNE NASTRI
Regional Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection

\ssurance
ncy

Agency, Region 9

ARTHUR L. HAUBENSTOCK

Assistant Regional Counsel

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9
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Dated:

JOHN PETER SUAREZ
Assistant Administrator

for Enforcement and Compliance Assurance
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

pated: 9 FEBRUARY 2004

WXYNE [NABTRI ¥ V
Regional/ Administrator

U.s. fvironmental Protection
Agency, Region 9

OF COUNSEL: ' ARTHUR L. HAUBENSTOCK
Assistant Regional Counsel
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9
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For Defendant J. R. Simplot Company:

Dated: 12-23 , 200 3

WALD N. GRAVES
SENMOR VICE-PRESIDENT, SECRETARY AND
CHIEF LEGAL OFFICER

- 36 -




ATTACHMENT

A




(D S

Department of Air Quality Management

651 Shadow Lane + Las Vegas NV « 89106
(702) 383-1276 . Fax (702) 383-1443

Facility ID# A 114_ (if modification) Date: Revised 12/02/03 |

l. Applicant's name address and phone number: (Please Print or Type)

Name:__Simplot Silica Products

Address: 665 Simplot Road

City:__ Overton State: NV Zip:_89040
Phone Number; (702) 397-2667 FAX:(702) 397-2798
Land Owner: _J.R Simplot Phone: 0

i Company name, address and phone number, if different from the applicant: (Please Print or Type)

Name: J. R. Simplot Company |
Address: P. O. Box 27
City:___Boise State: Idaho Zip:___83707-0027

Phone Number:( 208__ ) 389-7365 FAX:()

. Facility name and address: (Please Print or Type)

Name: Simplot Silica Products
Address: | 665 Simplot Road
City.___Overton State: NV Zip:___89040
Phone Number: (702) 397-2667 FAX:(_702) 397-2798
Plant Manager: Mr. Tom Bender Phone: (702) 397-2667
Fax: (702) 397-2798 Mobile:(702) '

Final ATC Application - 12/02/2003
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Do not send us any documents larger than 11x 17” with your application.

V.

Final ATC Application - 12/02/2003

- Billing Address, if different from the Company: (Please Print)

Person responsible for Air Quality Control matters:

Name: Mr. Tom Bender Phone Number:___(702) 397-2667

Person responsible for Signing of Documents:

Name/Title: _Mr. Tom Bender Phone Number:(702) 397-2667 |

Person responsible for Biliing matters:

Name: Mr. Tom Bender Phone Number:___ (702) 397-2667

Address: P. O. Box 308

City:__Overton State: NV Zip:___ 89040

Phone Number:(702)397-2667 FAX:(702) 397-2798

To comply with the pre-construction application requirements of Section

12 of the

Department of Air Quality Management Regulations, the applicant shall submit the

following information:

(a) Stationary Source location map showing the property boundary w
description of the proposed site location: (Please attach)
Please see Attachment 1.

(b) Stationary Source site map identifying all buildings or structures o
(Please attach)
Please see Attachment 2.

(c) A general flow diagram identifying all processes located at the
Source: (Please attach)
Please see Attachment 3.

(d) A complete detailed flow diagram of each process at the Station

listing all Emissions Units associated with the process: (Please attach)

Please see Attachment 4.

(e) Location of nearest residence and distance from the proposed
Source: (Please attach) t

ith a legal

n the site:

Stationary

ry Source

Stationary

The closest residence is the on-site housing provided by JR Simplot. The housing is

approximately ¥z mile from the dryer.
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\j] Zoning approved by local municipality, or a copy of a currently approved zoning
map: (Please attach)

Not applicable — Existing Source

(9) Copy of application for Use Permit, or decision of the zoning authority: (Please
attach)

Not Applicable — Existing Source

(h) Any new PMy, or CO Major Stationary Source proposing to locate in the non-
attainment area, or any existing PMs, or CO Major Stationary Source|located in
the non-attainment area that proposes a Major PM,¢ or Major CO Modification,
shall perform an analysis of alternative sites, sizes, production processes, fuel
burned, and emission control techniques that demonstrate that the benefits of
the proposed source significantly outweigh the environmental and social costs
imposed as a result of its location, construction, or Modification. The required
analysis shall be based on EPA guidance or applicable regulatlo s: (Please

attach)
Not applicable since the source is located in a Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) area.

(i) Identification of all Regulated Air Pollutants emitted from each Emissions Unit:
(Please attach)

Regulated Air Pollutants are N|trogen Oxides (NOx), Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), Carbon
Monoxide (CO), Particulate Matter less 10 micron (PM10), and Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOC).

)] Brief general description of the new Stationary Source or Modification: (Please
attach)
The proposed modification to the drying process at the Simplot Silica facility in Overton
involves replacing air pollution control equipment associated with the coal-fired sand
dryer. Simplot proposes to replace the existing baghouse to limit filterable particulate
matter to 0.025 grains/DSCF and to limit condensable particulate matter to an
agreeable limit with DAQM based on source testing. Simplot also proposes to install a
scrubber that will limit SOx emissions to 7.34 pounds per hour while burning low sulfur
coal (containing less than 0.8%). The scrubber will maintain a minimum 85% control
efficiency of SOx during the burning coal containing 0.6% sulfur. The control
efficiency will increase while burning coal with a higher sulfur content of 0.6% but less
than 0.8% so that the 7.34 SOx pound per hour limit will be maintained Simultaneous
with the installation of the new baghouse and scrubber Simplot will be executing
several previously postponed repair and maintenance project on the dryer system.

This modification also includes the extension of the conveyor system at the mining
operation and the addition of a screen to the conveyor system. The mining pit has
expanded to the south of the slurry and mill water lines over the years. In order to
avoid hauling mined material, the conveyor belt has been extended to the south. A
grizzly was added at the end of the conveyor extension so that large material could be
removed at that initial loading point. The mining equipment could then be used to
remove large material as it builds up at the beginning of the conveyor extension. The
conveyor extension is shown in Attachment 7.

Final ATC Application - 12/02/2003
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This modification also corrects the emission factor that was used for the NO
emissions from the dryer. The corrected emission factor has been scaled up to the
maximum operating capacity of a 24-hour rolling average of 2.04 tons of coal per hour.
The previous application/permit did not take into account that the performance test
was performed at a coal feed rate of 1.46 tons/hr. The change in emission factors
does not represent a Net Emission Increase since it is only a correction of the emission
factor and not a modification to the unit or production capacity.

An additional process consisting of a conveyor, screen and hopper have been added
to the facility to capture the screen oversize. The process will be located next to the
feed coming out of the dryer. The hopper will be located next to the existing oversize
piles that are fed from the screen/conveyor immediately after the dryer. The material
will be loaded into a hopper that feeds into a screen and the screened material will be
conveyed back into the product stream. The oversized material will be piled for
disposal. The new conveyor/screen/hopper configuration is shown in Attachment 7.

The aggregate processing and haul road PM10 emissions have also been updated to
reflect current EPA recommended emission factors. As a cumulative result of these
updates and equipment changes, PM10 emissions are predicted to decrease from
previously permitted levels. The NEI will be calculated on the new equipment that has
been added to the facility and the reduction in the haul road emissions. The haul road
emission reduction is a true reduction because the facility now uses a slurry to
transport the sand from the mine to the processing area instead of haul trucks. The
reduction in traffic and vehicle weight has resulted in a significant emission reduction.

A new stacker will be added at the dewatering screens and cyclone area off of the
slurry line. The stacker will feed a third storage pile which will be east of the existing
two storage piles. '

Complete description of all processes by Standard Industrial Classification
[SIC]: (Please attach)
SIC Code is 1446 — Industrial Sand and Gravel

Complete description of all Emissions Units by Source Classification Code
[SCC]: (Please attach, an SCC reference document is available upon request)
Attachment 5 »

Type of fuel utilized in each Emissions Unit [if applicable]: (Please attach)
The sand dryer is coal fired. Propane is used as a fuel supplement and to trim the fire.

Estimate of total annual fuel usage from all Non-Road Engines [gasoline and
diesel]; Such information may be used by the District for modeling and emission
inventory purposes, but shall not be included as a condition in the Authority to
Construct: (Please attach) |

Annual fuel usage for non-road engines has not been inventoried. The annual fuel
usage for non-road engines would not be increased due to the current mo ifications to
the facility.

Maximum Potential to Emit of all Regulated Air Pollutants for each Emissions
Unit in [Ibs/hr, Ibs/day, and ton(s)/yr]: (Please attach)

|
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Potential to Emit for each emission unit is ‘presented in Attachment 5 (Emission
Section).

Maximum Potential to Emit Emissions of all Regulated Air Pollutants for each
Non-Road Engine utilized within a permitted facility in [Ibs/hr, Ibs/day, and
ton(s)/lyr]. Such Emissions may be used by the District for modeling and
emission inventory purposes and shall not be included in the facility Potential to
Emit: (Please attach)

Annual fuel usage for non-road engines has not been inventoried. The annual

potential to emit for non-road engines would not be increased due to the current
modifications to the facility.

(p) Stack data: location, height above grade, diameter [I.D. or effective], exhaust
gasses, flow rate [ACFM], and temperature: (Please attach) _
Previously submitted modeling parameters for the existing emission units at|the facility
are still current. The modeling parameters for the replacement baghouse and scrubber
will be provided after the equipment as been ordered.

(q) Maximum rated design production capacity: (Please attach)
The maximum rated design production capacity for the facility is a feedrate of 2.04
tons/hour of coal on a rolling 24-hour average. The maximum amount of product
through the dryer is 200 tons per hour. The maximum amount of mined material is 400
tons per hour. The maximum production per individual piece of equipment is shown in

Table 1.
Table 1 Maximum Design Production Capacity
Source ID Description Maximum Annual
Production Production
Capacity Throughputs

(ton/hr) (tonlyr)
1P Loader/Mining 400 2,400,000
2P Grizzly 400 2,400,000
3P Conveyor 400 2,400,000
4P Conveyor 400 2,400,000
5P Scalping Screen 400 2,400,000
6P Conveyor 400 2,400,000
7P Conveyor 400 2,400,000
8P Conveyor 400 2,400,000
9P Grizzly 400 2,400,000
10P Conveyor 400 2,400,000
11P Conveyor 400 2,400,000
12P Conveyor 400 2,400,000
13P Rod Deck Screen 400 2,400,000

14P Conveyor 25 150,000
15P Conveyor 400 2,400,000
16P Wet Screen : 400 2,400,000

1D Conveyor 100 400,000

2D Storage Pile 100 400,000

3D Conveyor 100 400,000

4D Storage Pile 100 400,000

5D Conveyor 100 400,000
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6D Storage Pile 100 400,000
1Y Loader 200 1,200,000
2Y Hopper 200 1,200,000
3Y Conveyor 200 1,200,000
4Y Conveyor 200 1,200,000
5Y Conveyor 200 1,200,000
eY Conveyor 200 1,200,000
7Y Screen 200 1,200,000
8Y Screen 48 288,000
9y Screen 48 288,000
10Y . Screen 48 288,000
11Y Screen 48 288,000
12Y Screen Reject 10 60,000
13Y Screen Reject 10 60,000
14Y Conveyor 190 1,140,000
15Y Conveyor 190 1,140,000
24Y Stacker 190 1,140,000
1Z ‘ Hopper 75 120,000
2Z Conveyor 75 120,000
3Z Screen 7% 120,000
Coal Feed Rate to the | 2.04 (Based on 12,708
Dryer a 24-Hour
Average)

Expected production capacity: (Please attach)
The expected production capacity is to operate at maximum design capacity. The
expected annual production capacity for the facility is an annual consumption of 12,708
tons of coal. The annual production rate for the dryer is 1,200,000 tons of sand. The
annual production rate for the mining operations is 2,400,000 tons material mined.

Schedule of operation [hrs/day, days/wk, wks/yr]: (Please attach)

The facility is designed to operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, for 52 weeks per
year.

Description of air pollution control equipment, for each Emissions Unit: (Please
attach)
The proposed scrubber and baghouse are the air pollution control equipment that will
be installed for the coal fired dryer. It will control the potential SO2 emissions while
fueled with coal of as much as 0.6% sulfur content by 85% and will limit SO2
emissions to 7.34 pph when fueled with coal containing as much as 0.8% sulfur The
PM10 emissions will be reduced to 0.025 grains/DSCF as measured by EPA Method 5
and the limit on condensable particulate matter will be based on source testing.

Analysis of compliance with requirements for Best Available Control Technology
[BACT], Lowest Achievable Emission Rate [LAER], Maximum Achievable Control
Technology [MACT], as applicable: (Please attach) ‘

A full BACT analysis was prepared for the coal fired sand dryer at the Overton facility.
The complete BACT analysis is included as Attachment 6. The proposed BACT for
the dryer is a baghouse, wet scrubber and low sulfur coal (coal containing no more
than 0.8% sulfur).

Pre-construction measurements of existing air quality, as required by other
subsections of Section 12: (Please attach)

|
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9 »

Not applicable — existing source

Results of modeling for each Regulated Air Pollutant [if applicabl
attach)

Modeling is not required by Section 12 since the Net Emission Increase (NE|) for all
ling

]: (Please

criteria pollutants is below the modeling thresholds. Table 1 shows the mod
thresholds in Section 12 and the NEI for the facility.

g

"~ Simplot NEI

Emission Factor Change 61.23 —.0.14 -20.27
Modeling Thresholds 40 100 40 15
Does Simplot Exceed Thresholds No No No No

(x)

(y)

(2)

(aa)

(bb)
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However, CH2M HILL is preparing an increment analysis for the triggered criteria
pollutants, NOx, PM10, and SOx, in the airshed. Modeling data will be provided to
Clark County DAQM upon completion.

Description of post construction ambient air monitoring systems for each
Regulated Air Pollutant [if applicable]: (Please attach)
Post Construction Monitoring is not required per Section 12. Post con

systems for each Regulated Air Pollutant, [if applicable]: (Please attach)
The facility PTE for CO and SOx is less than 100 tons per year for each pollutant so
Continuous Emission Monitoring System (CEMS) requirements have not been
triggered for either pollutant. The emission factor change for NOx is not considered to
be an NEI since it was a correction in emission factor and not a change in actual
emissions.

Additional impact analysis of soils, visibility, vegetation, secondary air quality as
required by other subsections of Section 12: (Please attach)
Additional impact analysis for soils, visibility, vegetation, and secondary air

quality is not required since the NEI is below the thresholds as demonstrated in
Table 1.

Anticipated construction schedule including the estimated initial start-up date:

(Please attach) ‘
Simplot plans to order the scrubber and baghouse within 60 days after the ATC is
issued. Installation of the equipment will be completed within 6 months of delivery of
the equipment.

Statement of statewide compliance of existing facilities operated by applicant:
(Please attach)

Simplot Silica does not operate other facilities in the State of Nevada, The J. R.
Simplot Company, operates unrelated businesses within the State of Ne ada. All are
believed to be in compliance.

l
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(cc) Information on the air pollution control equipment installed at simil

r facilities

owned or operated by the applicant, applicable to sources subject to public

notice requirements: (Please attach)

Not applicable since Simplot Silica does not operate similar facilities in the State

of Nevada.

(dd) Payment of all applicable fees pUrsuant to Section 18 of the Department of Air

Quality Management Regulations: (Please attach)
All applicable fees are included with this application.

In accordance with Section 4.3 of the Clark County Department of Air Quality Management
Regulation, and NRS 445.58, the applicant agrees to permit the Control Officer or his
representative to inspect the facility during the hours of operation without prior notice.

This application shall be deemed incomplete if submitted information is incorrect, inaccurate

or missing.

To the best knowledge of the Responsible Official, the information submitted in this
application is certified as true and complete. The Responsible Official agrees that any willful

misrepresentation shall be cause for revocation of the Authority to Construct Certi

cate.

Signature of Responsible Official Date

Tom Bender

Printed or Typed Name of Responsible Official

Resident Manager
Responsible Official Title

This application must be accompanied by payment of a $266.00 application filing fee (Make check p
County Treasurer) in accordance with Section 18 of the Department of Air Quality Management Regul

Additional fees may apply. These include a one-time permit review fee, annual equipment fees
mitigation obligation.
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Attachment 1
Stationary Source Location Map
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Attachment 2
Site Map
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Attachment 3
General Flow Diagram
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Attachment 4
Detailed Flow Diagram
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Attachment 5
Emission Calculations
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Attachment 6
BACT Determination
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BACT ANALYSES FOR SULFUR DIOXIDE

Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is an emission limitation based on the
maximum degree of reduction that 'iséiaéﬁiézvable taking into sccount energy,
environmental, and economic impacts. The > “top-down” process requires that all
available control technologies be ranked in descending order of control affecnvems
The most stringent technology is then selected as BACT unless fhie applicant
demonstrates to the permitting anﬁmﬁiyé%hat‘ technology considerations, ot energymr
environmental, or economic impacts justify a conclusion that the most stringent
teéhna!ﬁgy is not “achievable”. In this case the next most stringent technology is
analyzed until the applicant can no longer justify to the permitting agency that the
technology is not “achievable”.

The steps taken to conduct the SO, BACT analysis for the Simplot Silica Products
sand dryer at Overton, Nevada are:

1. Review BACT determinations for recent permits and other sources 1o admi:fy
potentially applicable controls for the sand dryer;

ko

Discuss the application of potential controls to the sand dryer and &hxmnme
controls that are not technically feasible;

3. Rank the technically feasible controls in order of highest level of control
{lowest emission rate) to lowest level of control (highest emission rate);

4. Develop the environmental, energy, and cconomic impacts of each control
system ranked in step 3; and

5. Select the most stringent control system that has acceptable environmental,
énergy, and economic impacts.
The following sections discuss the results of each of these steps.

I. Permit/Technology Reviews

To identify the typical BACT aind associated emission limits used to control sulfur
dioxide(SO3) emissions from the mineral processing indusiry, iha_‘ﬁnvimnm@tﬁ}
Protection Agency's RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse data base (RBLC) was searched

) |
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for BACT determinations on dryers and Kilns. The results of this review m;mm
identily the most stringent control technologies and the accompanying control
efficiencies and BACT emission limits.

Processing Industry {process category 90). Asearch was first conducted for the rmn«
metallic minerals processing sector (process category 90.024). However, no mmms

The RBLC database was searched for BACT determinations in the Mineral

were listed that had SO as a pollutant with permit limits. Then the search was broadened

to include Caleiners & Dryers Mineral i’mcessmg Eacilities (process category 90 (317)

The results of these searches covering the 1989 through 2002 RBLC time period are
presented in Table 1. -

Table 1. Summary of RBLC Review 1989 through 2002

T T—— 1546 sulfor coal ot | Cther
| wmsméséseﬁw@s x
SVOIL | Core St Coup. Newda | 04303 [Comen Kitwcatciner Ioaoltweosl | Magy | BACERSD
CAd633 AN Prohists Celiforsis - | - DEL1D8 ;“MW Dy 1 Pk ppese LG fiig SEMA | BACTsther
CCAT9 Basiht s Catiforck | 062197 Iswnd Deyer Natoen) gas fiet Nose Nowe
| AR-0025 | texasgett Sota A Pls | Adsmsss | I0L3HT fAgpregae Kiln Nl gas and wet A9y | BACEPSD
' E sraldber -
0808 Cictike Chnportion Califorots | VIUSH7  {Distormceon Tarh Calcinst | G ddbusrpaion Tower | 98% Removal LAER

permit, three aggregate dryer permits, one diatomaceous-earth dryer permit, and one

As Table 1 shows, the RBLC review of the time period -;i_dmtiﬁitdvbm sand dryer

cement Kiln/calciner permit. Note only the ¢cement (alkaline feed) kﬂm&aﬁmnm‘s

permitted in Nevada was listed from the Calciners & Dryers process category saam& to
identify regional BACT determinations and limits. This:is because these kﬂnsfcakm'm
process highly alkaline material that reaﬂﬁy absorbs $O; from fuel combustion. ’i’ms is

8$0; sbatement. The Nevada ;mmnfer cement Kilns was mc.ludge;i(_zq identify re gagqglx
BACT determinations and limits to see if these determinations were consistent with
controls applied o the Simplot Silica sand dryer. For the cement Kiln/calciner (NV-
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0032); low sulfur coal was specifically identified as BACT for SOz and the permitted
emission rate is 208 tons per year.

The sand dryer permit did not contain BACT detérminations/limits for SO
presumably because the emissions of SO, were less than 40 tons per year vCPSLDA.
significance level) due to firing a very low sulfur fuel (natural gas). The sand dryer was
permitted in California where the use of coal is limited due to PMjonon- attainm&m; |
issues. This was the case forthe 15 maperhour aggregate dryer permit:

{CA-0653), A&M Products was eont#&teﬁvmgaréiﬁg the use of liquified petroleum gas
(LPG) instead of coal or oil, and regarding what BACT-Other for SOs referred to-in the
RBLC listing. The plant engineer said that they had recently ‘i‘nsmﬁ@dzaaﬂvuid»bed dryer
firing natural gas. No aggregate dryers had been built recently; although one was
removed when the fluid bed dryer was installed. He'said he was not aware of anyone in
the San Joagquin Valley Unified Air Quality Management Districi-Southern Refgiim

© getting permits to bum eoal due 1o the PMy non-attainment status of the area.

The Alabama permit (AL-0035) was not a BACT determination. Assuch,
information on this permit was not pursued further. However, it should be noted that the
permitted emission faie is much higher than the permitted emissions from Simplot's sand
dryer (143 Ib/hr versus 19,2 3bﬁ_’hr from 1988 permitting action); the permitted gbal sulfur
content is higher than for Simplot’s sand dryer (1.5% vemm 0.69), and the overall
control efficiencies including coal sulfur content mmpmm

Although the number of RBLC permits issued in'the 1989 to 2002 time frame is
small, the results are consistent ‘wvimiﬁéfRBLC review conducted for the 1980's. The
results of the 1980 RBLC review are presented in the report Sulfer Dioxide Best
Avaialable Control Technology z&naiy&é& For 1982 & 1988 Simplor Silica Products Sand
Dryer Overton, Nevada, submitted to U.S. EPA on January 31, 2000.

Il. Technology Review of 80, Control
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The purpose of this subsection is to provide the technical feasibility basis for the
802 control technology hierarchy that will be evaluated for BACT for SOz Based on the
RBLC review for SO; BACT determinations from 1980 through 2002, only fuel sulfur
specifications/limitations are identified as BACT. Other controls known to control SO3
from combustion sources include wet m&bing, dry scrubbing, and sorbent injection.
Each of these technologies is described briefly below.

A. Fuel Sulfur Specification

The primary method for controlling emissions of SOz from sand/aggregate dryers
is specifying the fuel and fuel sulfur content. The use of low sulfur coals fer limiting $O;
emissions from industrial sources in the western states is economically attractive since
most of the western coals economically available for industrial usees ﬁm low sulfur
contents (less than 1% sulfur). Other low sulfur fuels potentially available include fuel
‘oil, natural gas, and LPG. There are no naﬁugai gas pipelines in Overton, N\f;“eifnﬁnating
natural gas as a fuel choice. Fuel oil with a sulfur content of 1 wt % sulfur was used in
the original three sand dryers replaced in 1982 by the coal-fired sand dryer because coal

was significantly lower in cost than fuel oil.

When selecting a fuel, the key words are “economically available”, The single
largest annual cost of operating the sand dryer is fuel cost. As such, the .choicé of fuel
and related poliution controls has significant impacts on g»p&j&t‘i&cmamic viability. After
all, any fuel can be mude available at some price but for many fuels this price makes the
project uneconomical to consider. For example; fuels such as natural gas and LPG are
really not economically available in .Oiferion, NVin the quantities needed by ﬁmcmﬂ-
fired sand dryer. For the Simplot Silica location and fuel consumption needs; coulis
much more economical than fuel mi,nnmrﬁl gas, and LPG. For example, thac:ummtcasi
6 coal delivered to Overton, NV is $1.72/MMBtuy, and the current cost of propane.

delivered to Overton, NV is $6.56/MMBuu. This difference in fuel costs (54.84/ MMB1y)
equales 1o a potential increase in annual fuel cost of $2,360,000/year. This annual cost

increase is over twice that of the annual cost of wet scrubbing control (the highest cost

6
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control option). As such, only coal was considered 1o be economically feasible in this
BACT analysis excluding the use of natural gas, LPG (propane/butane), and low sulfur
No.2 fuel oil as SO, control options.

B. SO Scrubbing

The primary methods for scrubbing SO; from combustion source flue gases are
wet scrubbing; dry scrubbing, and sgmt injection scrubbing, Wet scrubbers contact the
flue gas with an alkaline water solution--mmdbydiswlvingzcither;iimejljﬁwstotawa; :
soda ash/caustic i witer, When lime or limestone is uséd, the absorbed SO; becomes |
calcium salts (CaSQ, and CaSO;) which are -dispaécgi of in settling ponds or ure separated
from the water and landfill operations. 'When soda ash or caustic is used, the absorbed
SO, becomes sodium salts (Na>SO3) which are disposed of by discharge to the
wastewater treatment system or disposed of in evaporation ponds.

Dry scrubbers contact the flue gas with anaikalinal%lergpmy, which driesto a
solid before leaving the spray vessel. _$ﬁib§iﬂt injection contacts the flue g,asmth a-__sdlié
sorbent, such as lime or soda ash, “The drysolids from the dry scrubbing and sorbent
injection processes are captured in a;zér_tir’:;iima-tsmimi device (baghouse or electrostatic
precipitator) before the [ue gas exits to the atmosphere. The dry solid waste containing
réacted and unreacted sorbent is generally disposed of as a solid waste but can be sluiced
to disposal ponds. Another control option similar to spray drying and sorbent injection is
the use of the inherent alkaline materials found in coal ash: and sand to absorb some of the
$0,. This is what happens when particulates from the sond dryerare captured ina.
baghouse. The alkalinity contained in the captured particles will absorb SO, in the flue
gas up to the point that the alkaline material is-used up or'removed from the flue gas
stream by the bag cleaning cycle. |

The use of wet or dry scrubbing for significant sources of SOz emissionsis
required by NSPS and by PSD-BACT determinations for large, coal- and fuel oil- fired
steam boilers. Operational probiems historically associated with wet scrubbers using
lime or limestone addition to maintain the scrubbing solution pH levels are much better

7
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understood and current scrubber designs are much more reliable than in the past.
[EPA/625/1-85/019, page iii] o

Since the baghouse will follow the proposed SO; control, it is paramount that the
solids in the scrubbing media be minimimd’m prevent/minimize the potential for any
carry over into theexhaust stream. The use of caustic will be the first choice o‘f magent
in order Lo minimize the introduction of solids. Limestone will be the altemative reagent
if caustics are not available or economically not viable, |

IIL. SO, BACT Hierarchy

Based on the above technology discussion the BACT hierarchy will include wet
scrubber (scrubbing), lime spray dryer scrubbing, lime sorbent injection scrubbing, and
use of low sulfur coal (coals having a sulfur content of < 1.0 wt %). Fuel oil, natural gas,
and LPG are not economically viable in Overton, NV. The proposed BACT hieraschy is:
1. Coal sulfur content'of 0.6% and wet scrubber @ 85% SO, control;

2. Coal sulfur content of 0.6% and Lime spray dryer scrubbing @ 75 & 80% cfiniizé”l’;

3. Coal sulfur content of 0.6% and dry lime sorbent injection scrubbing @ 45 & 65%
control; and -

4. Coal sulfurcontent of 0.6% and baghouse at 0% and 25% control (baseline).

The use of 0.6%sulfur coal and baghouses for PM/PM o control was considered
as the bascline for this SO; BACT. This is because the RBLC research identified the use
of baghouse/fabric filtration as BACT for PM/PM;p, and the use of baghouse/fabric
filtration has been considered as BACT for PM/PM, controlin Clark County, NV. The
use of very low sulfur coal is considered as baseline because the sulfur content of the coal
used since start up of the coal-fired sand dryerin 1982 by Simplot is below 0.6% sulfur,
and the use of these coals is amicipawd;oﬁ;b@ economically practical ut Sim;}!m’fs

Overton, NV facility in the future.

A. Wet mrubbef-ﬁmhbing
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This scenario consists of an absorber preceded by a baghouse. ‘In general, lime
wet scrubbers are capable of up t0.95% control with careful design and operation.
Removals of 90% are more common.[See EPA-600/7-90-01 8 page 2-43 in Appendix €]
As such, lime wet scrubbing is considered the most stringent SO, control seenario. A

conservative SO, removal of 85% is. assumed.

B. Lime Spray Dryer Scrubbing.

This scenario consists of a lime spray dryer/absorber followed by a baghouse. In
general, lime spray dryer/absorber serﬁhbcmz have-control efficiencies of 60 1o 90 % [Sec
EPA-600/7-90-018 page 2-61 in Appendix C].-An'SO; removal efficiency of 80% is.
anticipated for this system based on a vendor qumatiun;:Esa“‘:ﬁmﬂdi%ﬁ]k Alower
control efficiency of 75% is also evaluated assuming the same capital and annual costs as
the 30% control vendor quotation. The 75% control scenario is evaluated bf:cauw of the
low S{)g concentration entering the scrubber and the cycling nature of the sand drycr
operation negatively affect the scrubbers potential control efficiency. Since the actual
control efficiency can only be determined after installation and operation of the system,
the final permit limit (lbu’hr-‘of SO3) should be based on an analysis of actual dam with

«constraints on the amount of sorbent injected to keep operating cost impacts and waste

disposal impacts consistent with this analysis,

C. Dry Lime Injection Scrubbing

This control mnaﬂd consizsts of dey lime injection in the flue gas ducting before
the baghouse. In general, dry lime injection systems have control efficiencies 6??301@
75 %.1See EPA-600/7-90-018 page 3-48 in Appendix C] The performance of this
iﬁéhmtegy i8 very site specific. Assuch, two control efficiency scenarios were
evaluated; one at 43% control and one ut 65% control. Since the actual control efﬁzzi;ﬁftcy
can only be determined after installation and operation of the system; the final permit

limit (fofhr of 305} should be based on an analysis of actual data with constraints on the

amount of sorbent injected to keep operating cost impacts and waste disposal impacts
consistent with this analysis.
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D. Baghouse Control

This control scenario consists of a baghouse (no lime or other alkaline injection).
Some SO, removal will potentially oceur in the baghouse because of the alkaline nature
of the coal ash, and the alkaline naturg:qf{iﬁnpuﬁtie@s with the sand (Sand itself'is nm
alkaline in'nature). However, the quantity of sand impurities varies with the efﬁeaﬁmesx
of the sand cleaning operation at the mine. As such, the amount of inherent SOz removal
will vary based on the availability/amount of alkaline impurities coming in with the wet
sand. For purposes of this analysis, an anticipated inherent $O, control of 0% and 25%
were assumed. The 25% scenario is based on Simplot’s 1996 test data showing of 26%
$0; removal, ‘Ibstmg in 2000 indicated 37% SO2 removal, Because this testing result is
only for one time period, it is not known how representative the assumption of 25% SO,
is with operation over time. Thus, arange in control efficiency from 0% to 25% was
established. Since the actual control emcmmy can only be determined after installation
and operation of the system, the t‘i‘naiﬁ,p}mmit limit (Ib/hr of $O3) should be ‘basédanran
analysis of actual data, |

IV. 803 BACT Impacts Analyses

This subsection presents the emission and cost impacts, and energy and
environmental impacts.

A. Emission and Cost Impacts

Table 2 summarizes the emissions and economic impact 'amlyﬁes. The estimated
controlled SO, emissions range from 23 TPY (85% control) to 114 TPY (25% control).
The difference between controlled SO; emissions comparing the different control options
is-significant. Appendix A documents the emission calculations. '
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Table 2. Summ

y of 2003 BACT Emissions and Economic Tmpacts

. : (0.6% Sulfur Coal)
Sand Dryer Tmpicts Baghouse (1) Dry Lime Injection | Lime Spruy Drying|  Wet Scrubber
80, Emissions 0% control | 25% control |45% control | 63% control $0% conteol 85% control
- i/he 49.0 367 269 17. 98 7.3
- tpy 153 14 84 53 30 7
|Economic(2) ‘ _
- Capital costs $827,000 $1.405.000 $2461,000 | $2927.000
Incremental $578.000 $1,630,000 - $2:100,000
- Anuual costs $381.000 $565.000 $1.234,000 $1.313,000
Incremental $184,00 $853,000 5932000
[Cost-effectiveness vs baseline (3) . ) '
- @ 0% control $2.667/ton | §1.840M0n | $6.93510n “$7.169%0n
- @ 25% control $6,1330n | $3016/00 | $10.155M0n $10,24200n

ECTI’ES {1y Baseline- ba

g?xmim required for PM/PMys control; @ Mf capital and annual costs are in 2@0& dollars: rounded
o thie nsarest $1,000; (33 Cost-effectiveness—$/ton of air contaminant removed, relative to baseling; (4) ) Incremenmt Cost-

ffectiveness:-Sion of air contaminunt removed between 1m,xmtml oplions.

Incremental capital costs over baseline (baghouse) for the control of SOz ranged
from $ 578,000 (dry lime injection) to $ 2,100,000 (Wet Scrubber). Incremental annual
costs over baseline for the control of SO; ranges from $ 565,000 (dry lime injection) to

$932,000 (wet scrubber). The bases for the above cost estimates are documented in

A,ppen&ix B.

B. Energy and Environmental Impacts

Table 3 summari zes the energy and secondary environmental impacts aaaiysas for
the SO; controls. Incremental energy impacts range from 641,000 KW-hrs/yr (dryknm
injection) to 2,920,000 KWehrs/yr (wet scrubber), The lime spray dryer and wet scrubber
option have very significant energy reigﬁiirements over dry lime injection control.

Lime spray drying also requires 129,000 MMBuw/yr for maintaining the sand

dryer flue gas near 400 °F, This is necessary for proper dﬁying:(if the lime slurry s‘pmfyed
into-the flue gas for maximum SO, removal and to prevent caking of damp solids on the

1
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fabric filter bags, The coal-fired sand dryer outlet temperatiire in approximately 225 °F. Tt
is assumed for this analysis that the higher sand dryer outlet temperature would be
accomplished by burning more coal per ton-of sand. If propane is used the cost impacts
will increase from about $220.000/yr to $850,000/yr.

The waste disposal amounts {tons/yr) are for dry waste and do not include water
retained in the waste in the disposal ponds. The dry lime injection option has the largest
amount of solid waste due 10 the high lime to SO, ratio réquited for this technology
relative 1o the other scrubbing options.

‘The process water requirements include water evaporated in the lime spray dryer
and wet lime scrubbers, water required for the lime slaking/slurry operations, and water
for sluicing the solid wastes from the baghouse. Progess water use is a resource drain on
the environment. Sluice water is required to transport all solid wastes to the tlisposal
‘ponds and'is a facility recycle stream. The environmental cost of sluice water is tied to
pumping power reguirements. Rﬁiatiwzzmihe amount of mined material andasmawd
processing/sluicing water, the solid waste and water impacts of the SO, control hierarchy

are not significantly different.

12
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Table 3. Summary of 2003 BACT Energy and Environmental Tmpacts (1)

Sand Dryer | 0:6 % Sulfur Coal | Dry Lime Injection [Dry Lime Injection|Lime Spray Drver] Wet scrubber-
mpacts & Baghouse (2) ®45% @65% @B80% @ 85%
Energy - i
- KW-hrslyr 772,000 1,413,000 | 2362000 | 3692000
Incrementaf : £41,000 1390000 | 2920000
-milions Btu/yr None » ~ None 129000 | none
Secondary Environmental : o
~waste (tonslyr) (3) 3570 8180 6760 6,190
Incremental | 4,610 3,190 2.620
- slufce water S . i . Cae 9 .
{zaliong/yr) ’ 2,850,000 6,530,000 | 5,400‘000 §370,000
Incrementa) ' 3,680,000 | 2sso.000 2,520,000
- process water 28,000 ‘ O
ligationstyr) (5) s T
Tncremental 36,800 - | 447,000
{ 1) All impacss have been rounded o three si‘gniﬁcamf:ﬁgmaﬁg»(ﬁ} Baseline- baghouse required for PM/PMy, control; (3) Thel
watste: tons per year does oot include water; (4) sluice waler is.a recycle stream with in the Tucility; (5) Process water
includes water volume for wetting baghouse solids and the lime slurry water required for lime spray dryer and wet serubber.

G’mcass_ﬁyeawr use increases the facilities water consumnption.

V., SO: BACT Selection

Beoause only the emission and economic impacts were found to be significantly
different between the control hierarchy options, energy and secondary environmental

impacts will not be discussed further.

A, Emission impacts

For the SO control hierarchy, the SO2 emission reductions, total emissions, and

percent reduction vary significantly for this source of 50; emissions.

B. Economic Impacts

I3
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Economic impucts are typically evaluated looking at the changes in annual costs,
the-cost per ton of air contaminant removed, and what other state agencies have identified
as cost effective controls for similar processes. The total annual cost review assesses the
ceonomic impact to the project of the control option. The cost per ton of air canmmmam
removed (cost-cffectiveness) is useful when comparing: mfmnahon l‘rom other similar
sources. And, the RBLC review results are an indicator: of control technologies thatthe
state agencies considered cost-feasible for BACT during the permitting timé period.

With respect to the annual cost of control, the wet scrubber control has reasonable
economic impact on the sand dryer operation assuming that a baghouse ig m&bqsi'OpliOn :
for PM/PM;o. The baghouse control option for PM/PMi, control only has:a capital cost of
$1,100,000, and an dnnual cost of $408,000/yr. These costs are not included in the SO5
control scenarios since all scenarios would include a baghouse for PM/PM, control. With
respect 1o SOy control, the most stringent control has been sclected so no further analysns
of gconomic impacts are required.

+ Bused on economic and cmissicm"iixﬁgag;;s, the use of low sulfur coal (0.6% S)with
baghouse, and wet scrubber is proposed-as BACT for SO

V. CONCLUSIONS

+ Based on this BACT analysis for SOz emissions from the Simplot Silica Products
sand dryer, it is concluded that the use of low sulfur coal (0.6% $) with bagﬁbnse:»and
wet serubber is BACT for 8O,

#+ Since the.actual control efficiency can only be determined after installation and

- operation of the system, the final -pet;'iﬁtﬁ mit {Ibfhr of $O4) will be based on an

analysis of actual data with constraints on the-amount of sorbent injected to keep
operating cost impacts and waste disposal impucis reasonable.. Subject to
performance testing, the proposed SO3 emission limit would be 7.34 Ib/hr.

14
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+ The Ib/hr emission limit will be monitored by mﬁ-oﬁiics\‘swkgiesﬁngmingapprepriaw
U.S. EPA reference methads, The stack testing will ocour in five year intervals. The
Ib/hr emission limit will routinely (monthly) be determined by combining the coal
feed rate (from the VFD on the coal feed), the sulfur content of the coal (monthly
composite analysis from the mine) and the 85% removal factor.

+ Theproposed BACT technology and emission limits are more stringent than permit
determinations found in the RBLC database, and the NSPS for small industrial
boilers.[See 40 CFR 60.40c in Appendix C] The small indostrial boiler NSPS was
reviewed because the NSPS for minerals processing does not address dryer

-combustion emissions.
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TTACHMENT A |
EMISSIONS & COST EFFECITIVENESS CALCULATIONS

16

Final Version August 2003







ATTACHMENT B - COSTING

17

Fiis) Version Angust 25




o Appendix B- |
S0, BACT Cost Estimation Bases

The Tables 2 and 3 of this report present the emission, economic, environmental,
and energy mpacts for: thc year 2000 BACT ah;emamets for S;mplat’s {Z)vartom NV,

riamramhy scenarios.

For all control capnans, the inlet SO, emission rate is $7.6 Ib/hr (252 tons/yr).
Design waste gas parameters are: volumetric flow rate~ 80,000 acfm; temperature— 225
°F; and moisture content—21%. All costs are expressed in first quarter 2000 dollars._
Primary references for the costs are: 1) Simplot internal data, 2) EPAJOAQPS COST-AIR
5[)Y6~!(i&>h%§3 2™ edition), 3) EPA’s OAQPS Control Cost Manual (5“’ edition), 4) control
equipment vendor data, 5) Estimating Costs of Air Pollution Control (book), and 6)
EPA’s CUE (Coal Utility Environmental) COST model (version 1.0).

1. Fabric Filter with and without Dry Lime Injection
Without lime injection, a fabric filter collects SO based on the amount of

alkalinity containied in the material collected on the bags including ash from the
combustion of coal. However, the SO, emission reductions due to inherent pma&s

alkalinity is variable and is not quantifiable without eéxtensive continuous emissions.

monitoring data; With the injection of dry lime, the process operator has a method for
controlling the reduction of SO, rather than just relying on the inherent process a&kaizmty
The amount of SO removed is dependent on many factors such as flue gas approach to
moisture saturation, sorbent utilization rate, sorbent-flue gas mixing effectiveness,
sorbent-flue gas contact time, etc. Since mostof these factors is unknown az this stage,
the fabric filter is conservatively assumed to captare 45% of the inlet 80..' ThePM.
collection efficiency of the baghouse is assigned at 99.6% , which is less than the 99.8 %
removal that 2 baghouse without lime injection typically achicves.. A Tower efficiency has

! Depending on the lime/SO; stoichiometric ratio, sorbent utilization, flue gas moisture
content, and other paraimeters, dry lime injection has a broad range of potential control
efficiencies ranging from 40 to 75% removal.
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been used in the former case because the injected lime increases the dust loading
- considerably.
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The fabric filtration system includes a fuliy«mut@p@d, insulated, pulse-jet
baghouse, with fans, fan motor/starter, pulse jet compressor, etc. o However, the
air/cloth ratio of the baghouse without injection is l‘ngher {about 5:1), compared to
that of the unit with injection (about 3:1). Inthe injection case, a lower ratio-and
higher bag arca-was needed because of the high dust loading caused by the injected
lime. With both alternatives, it was assumed that enough ductwork and a stack were
already in place at the site to convey the waste gas from the cyclone to the baghouse
and the stack.

It was also assumed that 2 pump was available to sluice the captured dust to
on-site ponds. Although the pump cost was not included in the total capital
investment, the cost of electricity needed to convey the sluice water was incorporated.

The sluice water flow rate was calculated based on the amount of dust captured and
the maximum recommended solids loading (0.30 Tb solids/lb pure water)’. The
process waler cost is for water used to wet the baghouse solids calculated as | % of
the sluice water use.

For each baghouse alternative, the energy impact i3 the annual power
consumption of the fans and pump, combined. The solid waste and wastewater
environmental impacts are, respectively, the:amounts of dust captured and liquid
waste streams generated by the alternatives. In reality, however, the solid waste
impacts are zerp, because, as stated above, the captured dust is sluiced to on-site
ponds. By assumnption, the only wastewaler styeams generated are those due o
sluicing operation losses. The process water cost is for water used to wet the baghouse
solids caleulated as | % of the sluice water use.

The installation costs for both altematives incorporate a retrofit pemulty of
15%. “The capital recovery costs have been based on a 7% annual interest rate (Office
of Management and Budget-mandated) and a 20-year system life. For the lime
injection altemative, 4 3:1 stoichiometric ratio (Cato S) has been used in estimating
the lime requirement, as an excess of reagent is typically used with direct injection.
Other inputs are listed in spreéadsheets “Fabric Filter without lime sorbent
injection” and “Dry Lime Injection with fabric filter™.

1L, Lime Spray Dryer System

* The existing baghouse on-site is a reverse-air design. However, vendor quotations
solicited for this study specify pulse-jet units, due 1o their lower capital and annual
costs.

3 Source: Wer Scrubbers: A Practical Handbook; by H. Hesketh and K. Schifftner.
CRC Press/Lewis Publishers, 1986,
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The SO, control efficiency for this control scenario is 85% {E«m.ul Ron
Bayliss to William Vatuyuk, 01/10/2000, SDS Proposal No. 2003] In addition, a PM
control efficiency (entire size range) of 99.7% has been incorporated. Primary

references for the impacts were a Spray Drying Systems (SDS) Proposal No. 2003,
vendor correspondence (e-mails), and the references listed above:

Sized forcontrolling the Ovmfm dryer waste gzw stream, the spray dryer-
baghouse system consists of the following major equipment items: 1) spray dryer.
winozzles, platform, elc.; 2) two centrifugal feed pumps; 3) pulse-jet baghouse (3:1
ais/cloth ratio), with bags. hopper, screw and rotary valve; 4) system fan; and 5)
interconnccting ductwork. (External ductwork was not included in the quotation.
However, as with the baghouse alternatives above, both this ductwork and the stack
have been agsumed to be in place at the site.) The quotation is based on carbon steel
fabrication throughout. The installation costs incorporate a retrofit penalty of 15%.
The capital recovery costs have been based on 2 7% annual interest rate and a 15-year
systern life. Other inputs are listed in spreadsheet “Lime Spray Dryer - Fabric Filter
System*,

As with the Fabric Filter with-and without Dry Lime Injection control options,
it was assumed that enough ductwork and a stack were already in place at the site, and
that a pump was available to sluice the captured dust to'on-site ponds. However, the
pump electricity cost was included in the SDS total annual cost. As above; the sluice

water flow rate was calculated based on the amount of dust captured and the
maximum recommended solids loading. In addition, the process water cost included
in‘the total annual cost is for water needed to prepare the lime feed and to cover the
water lost insluicing.

Finally, because the waste gas temperature (225 °F.) is too low for efficient
spray dryer operation (350-400 °F), the cost of auxiliary coal needed 10 heat the waste
gas from 225 10 400 °F also has been included. For this alterative, the auxiliary coal
adds about $221,000/vear to the total annual cost (see e-mail on calculation basis).

1. Wet Scrubber System (with Fabric Filter)

First, it should be noted that vwﬁors do not congider wet lime scrub‘lzm to be
an economically viable control aimaam for this-emission source, as ils waste gas
volumetric flow rate is too low for it to be cost-cffective. Lime and other wet
scrubber systems are:more suited for large flow rate sreams with higher SO;
concentrations, such as those emitted by urility boilers. For that reason, we- did not
obtain cost quotations from equipment vendors for a wet lime scrubber system.
However, we were able to develop study cost estimates via EPA’s CUECOST model.
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The CUECOST model, which was developed for estimating coal utility boiler
PM, 50, and NOx control costs, provides fairly current (1998) cost estimates for
several wet scrubber systems, mciu«imgaimwst&ne-wzﬂvfamdmxdatmn (LS}
Although a LSFO system is not a lime FGD, the types of equipment used by both
systems-reagent preparation, SO, removal, flue gas handling, and wastewater
treatmient—dre essentially idenitical. The main difference, of course, is in the reagent,
lime typically being much more costly than limestone. Therefore, we concluded that
a LSFO would be an acceptable surrogate for a wet scrubber.

Because the CUECOST mode] uses utility boiler capacity (in megawalts) as its
sizing parameter, rather than volumetric flow rate (in-acfm), we first had to determine
the size of the sand dryer in equivalent megawatts by usinga acEm/MW ratio taken
from CUECOST. (With utility boilers, this ratio is essentially constant over the entire
size range.) Using this ratio, we computed an equivalent size of approximately 15
MW, This size fell considerably below the 100-1,000 MW capacity range in
CUECOST. We input this 15-MW size into CUECOST and obtained itemized capital

-and annual cost.outputs, These costs, however, were extremely high—-several times

higher than the costs of the fabric fﬂter and lime spray drying alternatives discussed
above. Clearly, downward extrapolation in this case was not appropridte:

To make use of the CUECOST model results, a lime spray dever system
(LSDS) case was run. After deducting the costs of equipment that would not be
needed at the S:mpim installation (e-g., ball mill for grinding limestone feed), the
CUECOST-LSFO equipment cost was divided by the CUDECOST-LSDS equipment
cost, obtaining a factor of 1.73. Next, the fabric filter costs were deducted from the
total equipment cost from the SDS quotation. Then the adjusted SDS cost was
multiplied by this ratio to obtain the Wet Lime FGD cost. Finally, the Wet Lime FGD
equipment cost was multiplied by an installation. factor to obtain the total capital
investment. For the various operating and maintenance costs, the CUECOST outputs
were used for electricity and reagent requi rements. Because the: CUECOST operating
labor requirerment was excessive-3 operators per shifi-the SDS quotation estimate of
1 operator/shift was used instead. The OAQPS Control Cost Manual and engineering
judgement were the sources of the other annual costs, Per OMB mandate, an FGD life
of 20 years is used to calculate the annualized capital requirement.

As with the Fabric Filter with and without Dry Lime Injection control options,
it-was assumed that enough ductwork and a stack were already in place-at the site, und
that a pump was available 1o sluice the capiured dust 1o on-site ponds. As above, the
sluice water flow rate was calculated based on the amount of dust captured and the
maximum recommended solids iaaémg Tn addition; the process waier cost included

‘in the total annual cost is for water needed to prepare the lime feed and to cover the
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water Jost in sluicing. Other inputs are listed in spreadsheets *“Wet Scrubber System
+ Fabric Filter™..
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Wet Scrubber 1 of 8

TOTAL M!WAL COST S?REAQ&H&&T me

COST BASE DATE: First Quairler 2000 (2]
INPUT PARAMETERS:

< it stremre Towrato {actm):
~ Inlet Stream tomporaturs {oFy,

« Inkst strear pressute fio Hyl

« Dat typa.
— inled st foading (griastual #3):

- it dust (PR mte {lodbr):
-« Covarall P contrel efticlency (%)
~ Doal sulfur gontent {74

- Injet SOZ rate (o)
- SO2 chnbrobeticioncy (%)
«= Max, wastewaler solds content (i water):

- G4 ratio bastors (pulsedet);
-~ Stainkss steal tequinad? ('yes'=1; no'=0):

= itk volooity {#tmin);

- Dugtwork longth, straight equivalent (it
Fetrofit installation adjustment facior (applied to new plant TCH:

«mmmwamymmmmmm
-~ Fraiction of 1otal SDS oost dus to sbray diver, fan, purmps (9],

~ Qrode cloth ares requined (12)-caloulaled via SDS A C ration
~ Total FGD power retuirament (KW):

~ Watar repdicement {galinn

-~ Lirne reguirement (b

- Lirve Joad slurry concentration it waten):

w Distavsork thammter (ity

« Dustwork peessura drop{ing we.l

Total Equipment Cost (S--par SD& praposal:

Fortion.of 1ozl due to spray diyer, tan, & pumps,
Estimated Line FEO 1ol sigdpment Sost

Purchased Equipment Cost {8)--per Manual factors:

Total Capital Invesiment-new instalation {81

Total Capital hysastmant-rateolit indtaliation-lme FEO {8)

“Tetul Capital lovestmant-4abric Hiter. (8):

Total Caphtal lovesimant-antite ayten (8):

- Pump design pressine (psig), -

80,000 [Cost compar]
%26 [Simplol data]

1450  [8B-stack test]

995 [0 BACT al)
08 POUBACT al.}
578 OO0 BAGT st}
93,0 00 BACT ah}
D30 [ECARC]
200 [Simp.cost o]
30 {SDS prop.)

4,000  [OATPS Man.]
100 {engr. jodgmit.]
138 {engr. judgmnt]
1,73 [CUECOST)
055 (B80S proposal]

DESIGN PARAMETERS

28,687 1808 proposal]
249 iCULCOsﬂ
487
716 [CUECOST] [4]
038
5.04
0.84° [DAQPS Man.]

CAPITAL COSTS .
850,000
’ﬁwstm
810478
858,000
1,885,978 [ECAPC)-{(8}
2085878

808,753 [Sal

. ——-—

2,098,628

<

S e e e e
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ANMUAL COST INPUTS;

wgss‘mumz:w 3

BB {penritapp)
0,15 [OAOPS Man]
24.97 [DOLBLS]
85 [SDS, Wanua]

25 [ECAPCManual]
27.47 (OAQPS Man.)
00445 [DOB/EIA)
1850 [Siroplt gatal
026 [Simplot data]

0 fengr judgmt]
0,07 [OAQPS Man.]
18 [engr. judgmt]
0.1088
2 {SDS proposl]

08531

004 [OAQPS Man]

808, DOL
OAQPS W
Wmf :DOE
CAQPE Mansl
Simpiot
CUECOST Simp
auﬁms‘i“ Sherp

: M&mm

Bimploteng jdy.-

ORGRS Marust
#

*

Opatating fector thefyr):

Supervisary labor mulipher:

Oparating tabor rale (1) G
Operating labor factor (huish): [ob)
Mairtersancs fabor lactor (Hrish); 8bj
Malntenance labor rate (Sh):

Eletricity price (SkWhry: s
Adroe price (Son):

Witter price {Sfthogsand gal):

Dust disposal (S0

Antiusl interest rate {iraction);

Ctertrol system bl {years):

Gapital rocovery Jastor,

Bag e {years):

Capital recovery taotor (age):

Taxes, insurance,; sdmin. fadtor:

/ ANNUAL COBTS ($yr):
e Cost

Dper. labor ﬁ.;ge
Ww‘ fabor {:!4;861
Maint. labior 75,191
Maint. matedals 75,191
Bagy replacormant [74] o848
Electricity-irms FGD $7.085
Etectricily-taghouse [7a] 652
Elec-alt. pump 2144
[Slo.purap hp} 7.4
Lime 47050
Waedme prop "Wy
Water-shicing 528
[l wir,1000gpy] 2,080
Dust disposal (8] 0
Cveripad 280,561
Taxing.,Adm 117,085
Cop. rocov. aetees
Total Anriui 1312601
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ABCOVE BASELINE CONTROL:

CIE~PM{BRon): 18] 02
CE-802 i 5504
ENERGY and ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTE[10]

Solid Wasta

Colloat: (fonsdyrn) 2018
Energy (kWhiyr) 2918018
Waslowaier

1000 gattyr) 4471




ANNUAL COST WEIGHTING FACTORS

Wel Scrubber 3 of 3

Wt Factor

0177
002t
Q057
0.057

0014

0.028 |
o2 : \
8,038 : *
Q000 \
o000 |
Q000 |
0.4} }

Cap. reaow. ' 0.245
Total: ' 1.000

NOTES: ‘ \'

[1] Lirne FGD systarn Is sizad and coslod for Simplot (Quertan, NV} sand dryer: ‘\
et {wasle gas) purameters Yeken from Simplot datta, Fubris ler is instaliod LPsiream of FGD ;
Equipmant cost was caloulaled by multiplying Spray Drying Systems cast by BATIO of e FGO- \
spray deyer custs generated by CUECOST modal, -80S costwes based on 17/10/00 guotation, !

00 spreadshaot fles 'CUS-COMP WKA4' and '$-8DS-2R WKS') [

&mmmmmlamteaswwmmemcumanmm ‘
{8} Obstained via proportioning feom SUBCDSET infet SO2 rate (203 Ivar) 1o Simplot's. g
{4] 808 provided tollowing breukdowrs of. their proposal: baghouse-45%; spray dryor-43% !
tane10%, Teed pumps--2%, SDS nuted that this Remization is approximats. |
(8} *Estimating Costs of Alr Pollution Control, * mﬁwmamm 1960, Total capiisl ‘
investment factored from purchased squipment cost via mmm%n {actor for ventur sorublras
{from Table 2.2, p.20). \
{84} Calculnted via sepatate spraadshest for labrie Hiller without fime injection {TCFFODRWKSL. i
|

6} mmwmmmxmmmmmmmammw DOL {Jan. 20003,
18a] Combined aparsting/maintenante isior Tor bioth lima FGD and fabric tller,

wged by U8, utlities 1o industisl customess {Jan.-Aug, '98) per

DOE's Energy Information Adminigitation {"Monthly Energy Review"):

{7a) CaloUlaled via Tabrio liters sproadshost ITGEFQOR. WKS),

1 oan Yo sliicad and recycied aioite, Thus, dust disposal cost

is 2010

18 Tosal annual Gost 1$'yr) divided by total particilate caplured

{lansdyry, HPMI0, PMZ.5, or othor fractions s desired, divideby ratio-

of PMI0, PM2.S, s, 1o tolal R

$10} Impensts pisrtain 1o amounts of selid and Biquld waste generated, plus gower gonsumed asa
rosult of using 1his altemative, However, in this oase, the solid waste (dusl) captuned i the
bughouse ahead of thy FGD js sluicad to anon-site sellling pond.  Thus, 4 i ok sl Steni,
por aa, Thare (e lwo wastowalor strenrns: 1) the FGD bised (squal tothe water Teed rate) ahd
2) the shice water loseos {aqual to 1% of the makiup water needed to siulcs ha caplured sclida

1o thesotiing pund),

TOOBIA0VSE 240 PM




TOTAL ANNUAL W SFRE»\D@HEET FRWAM FILTERS 1}

COST BASE DATE: Secont Quader 1898 {2)
“VAPGC! {Foutth Quarar 1998-PRELIMINARYY: {3]

Fabiio Fiter_2002 1 of 4

1122 [CE Mag-2/00]

INPUT PARAMETERS:
~ Intet atroum Novinate (asim); 86,000 M SR QDAY
~ fnied sleedm lerrponatrs {of): 2es [wa&ml
- kﬂﬂmmmmmm ajunied-pulse jot only {oF); 0%
~Ousttype: : Conl fly ash
- Inlat dust loading {griactual f13); 1.190
~ et GUst (P I rale (i) 000
~CQverall PM control efficlonoy {%): 288
~Coal sulfur content {2} 08
~ Tt 502 mie vy &78
- SO centrl ettivieney (%) Do
~MWWWW1MWM‘ 0.0
« Purrp dasign pressure-(osig) 20.0: [
- Dot ress madian diameter (misronk); 7
~ Filtration e {roinny: 10
~ {3k apeoiicresistance {in 2O prmibALR): 18 *
- A Tl factors (shaker & mysraeiry;
& 20 .
B 09 *
‘ e .2 :
GG ralio (sctors (pulsedel);
Waterial o0 ¢
Application 6.8 )
o~ 0 el tactors {oarinidge fillers): N 24 *
& g8 *
G [ 5] *
{62 o5 ] *
_ # 1:480 .
«+ Claaning pressure, psig {pulse-jol only) 100 ‘
« Fraction of bags cleansd (shaker & rowalt) o1 *
- {rsutatién roquind? (yes'ntind 0y 8] {FF costast]
- Siintoss stoel roquired? (yes'=1ro'=0): <3 ‘ *
-« B gtk Fibergluss o
- Fabric stlective-fesidual drg (i, H2OpmE: 1.1 JOAQPS Man]
-~ Diuctwork velocity {1ivin): 4600 *
 Dustwork fungth; stodght eguivalent (). (4] 100 . fengr. judgrnt)
»= Holrofit Factor (applied to nesw plant TR 145 {Simpocgtcomp)]
- By pices {S1E2): (frorm tabio below, for by trateral selected abcve only) [5]
Olwaning Mech; Bag Diam. {in} Price {Sh2)
Puise jot--BER 45 10 5126 168 JOAQPS Man.
o 8 455 *
Pulse jot-carn, 4878 0.00 .
8128 000 !
Shaker-strap ] Y »
Shakar-lcon 8 p.00 *
Revarsealewo ings 8 0,05 *
115 D75 ¢

100812008 2088 PM




- Casto-cioly ralio (aelnvi cloth area):

DESIGN PARAMETERS

Shakor: - 216
ovorse-air 218
Pulse-jet: 528
~ Notclcth aroa sequined (12 Carkddge: hee
Shaker a7087
Revarge-air 87,087
Pulsadot: 151588
~ s dioth ares oauined {ite): o o243
Shaker. 41667
Roverse-air. #1687
Pulse-jol 15,183
: , , Cartidge: 82481
~Area per bag-pulse Jut {1y Sroal {484, x 841 gae
o Lange (812540, % 1641 1842
«Nurmber ol bagsioagos {pulse-jet onlyl: Bmall bange 1,608
Large tags 1,128
- Bag proesane drop in, we ) :
Shakar 249
Fovarse-gir 249
Pulseet: e 4
, Canndge. 1.45
- Baghouse shell prossure doop (in. wo.): 2.00
v Crastwork darmster (1t 5.04
~ Diawar prossune drop (i, wel 024
S CAPITAL COSTS
Equipmont Cosls {8}
Hwmry o Cost {8k
Shaker Rewvnlr Podfmendy  Pe){oom)
Baghouss B 280,588 148,001 140,708
Hago-smell o Sra%0 25576 25,576
b wlamge PHA8Y #3457
{nsulation 0 50048 A1818 34788
Slainkoss o o o 5
Coges-sonll (6] 0 4] BE 8810
© danga 0 £y 12,448 {8,448
Audliaties:
- Fan{g){7} o 48512 48512 48510
~ Moter (8] o 6,581 5518 8,518
- Dtk 0 o 3 )
Totak-gmal{s] 0 361865  erasee 220742
* sdarge: : __2?4 252 A8
LowS PIEE: o 0 Seall  Seall
PE’C{&)W, (¢] 4206 800 Bgeres BTI060
* 0 gmenbated o 48543 ga1200 271826
TClnew (5§ 0 851881 718816 603008
TClerairs {8y 9 1ondigan B28,758 Y3451

100872003 238 Pt
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(OAQPS Man ]
HOAQPS Man)]

P {enntidge)

coE G006 60G

o=~ I ~ 3o R




ANNUAL COST INPUTS:

100872003 238 PN

Oparating Iactor {heyey: 8,780 {perit agsp)
Cperating labor mie (She): mm {OAQHS Man.|
Maintonance labior:tte (ShK: 2744? {bAaPS Man]
Oporating labor facidr (hoisty:

Maintermnca Jabor factar fhifsh): g .
Elsotroity price. (SWhe): 0448 (DOBEIAY
Water prics {S/1000 pal): 028 Simp.cost vorm}
Cornpressed air (S/000 sof); 0.28 [OAQPS Man.]
Dugt diapowst {Son); 0: fengr. judgri] [10]
Ansiualinterest s (Iraztion): 0.07 [OAGFS Man.)
Contrel system e (years) 20 [OAQPS Man.]
Capital recovery {notor: 00,0044

Baglifo {ysars). 2 [OAIPS Mm]
Capital rocovary fackor (bags). 05831

Taxes, insuranve, adién. facton 0.04 [DACPS Man]

_‘ o ANNUAL COBTS {Siyr): .
llerm Shuker  RAwveme-alr  Polmod)  Pajfoom)  P-J {canrdge)
Optee. Babsor o B4sE4 84,684 64,864
Supe. takor a 8203 8,208 8,208
Waint, labor 0 80,076 soure ‘0078
Maint. matl, 0 o 20,076 30078
Eleotroityfan 0 38,587 81,428 2428
. ftan hetaepwr] o 183 108 108
Eldotricity-pump ] 2,004 2,904 2924
{purgs hp) 0 1.1 10, 103
Wator o 743 718 718
{wilor, $000gpy] 0 2,881 2451 2851
Conpr. air ° 0 21,024 21,024
Bag rept. ¢ 28428 W57 20,187
ibag prive,542] 3 035 189 189
Dust dispos. e 43 O 0
Cvarhoad o 78824 73,824 78824
Taking.a8m 0 43,785 saar0 P74z
Cap. tetov. o 88,474 74800 82027
Total Annual 0 4oB7YS  @8O7YE 362878
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ABOVE BASELINE [11)
SIE-PMon): o 148 145 102
ENERGY and ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (12]

Bolid Waste . ,
Celiest. {fonsiyr) £ 3,587 8567 B867
Enargy (KWhyt 3] PERBYG TIVRAG T71.548
WMW’ :




ANNUAL COST WEIGHTING FACTORS:
ftom Shaker  Revarsewale  P-dimed) Pl {oom)
Ogir. Jabsor 0.000 0183 0144 01851
Supv. labor 0.000 0020 | 0022 0028
Maint. tabos 01000 0.078 0.079 0.088
Maint, mad. 0.000 0.078 onre 0088
Electricity-fan 0.000 0.004 0.083 0.087
Elbotricity-pump 0.000 0067 toss 2008
Water : 2.000 0.002 0.002 0.002.
Compr, air ‘D00 4.000 b.085 0,058
g"g“"'f 0.000 0.088 0,083 0056
st diapos, - 0.000 0,000 0.000 .00
Overhead 0:000 0,180 0194 0208
Taxins.adm 0.000 8,407 o087 0.076
Cagp. recov, o000 0,240 0.196 pan
Tok : 0:000. 1.006 1:000 1.000
; , : e e

Fabric Fitter_2002 4 of 4

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GROSS AND NET CLOTH AREA

Nt Cloth Avea i {f):

4001

NOTES: ‘ o
{1} Parameters aind olher input tsta neuded for this progrm oan be foun

in Ghapiet § {Docerser 1998 revision} of the 'OAGPS Cohtrol Cost Mantnl(Bth cdftion),

Chapter§ is found at HTTRPAWWW EPA.GOWT TNICATORRODUCTS. HTMLECCOINFO.

{2} Bass baghouse squipment oosts (campsriment. bags, insuintion) reliest this date,

[8] 'This value of the VAPGG! (Vatavuk Air Pollistiors Control Cost Index] is usod o escalate the.
Taghouse sguiprent tosts Trom 2nd guarier 1998 10 4th quarter 1298, Coste torfan, motor;

ard othor audlisry equigerent items have already been eScalated 1o 4th gir. 998,

) et of ductwork (straight dust equivalent) i in place bolore

centrol system isingtalled. Thereltro, ng duskuotk Gom is Incikided in gatimale.

{5) These prices pertain to'the bag raterial entorad above, If this
g materisl is not svailatie fora baghouse type, onlar/0,
{See Manual, Chupter 5, Tatde 58§

18] Cage phces caltululed from "500-vage lols” cost equalions, {Sse Tabie 5:8.)
[7] Three racial-p corinlugal fane; each sizod ot maxitum lowale amd static

prossute of 27,000 slm and 82 incheg water, respactively. Cosls in 4 oir. 99 doliars, vasalated

iosis of Alr Poliution Conlrol,” Levis Pub/GRC Pross, 1980,

[8} Far molor and starter (41 ©99.§, secalatod from 2nd V88 8), Reference: “Evtimating Costs

of &ir Paiuton Control’

{8] Total exuiprent.cost for “small®. and *large” bags and cages cases, mspactively

110] Dispossl coat ssaurmas dusl san be shiced and. rocycled on-sife. Thus, dust ieposal cost

IO,
§11] Total annual cost {Slyr} divided Ly total particulale captured

tansiyr). For PAUGE, # PRIG, PM2S, ovother fractions are desired, divide by ralio

of FM10, PIZE, elo., o total PM.

[42] Impaots: partain 1o semounts of solid and liguid wasts generaled, plus powar sonsumed as

result of using this altomative. Howevor, in this case, the sclid waste tdusi) is sluiced on-site and
recyolod 1o the process. This, itIs not a waste stream, pereo.  Similady, the wastewater is exactly

‘dqual 6 1% of the slulcl water fidweale; 1o socount for lussus while the waler i pirped from the

baghouse 1o the setding pond onisda, The shiics waler flowrats is that quaniity of water needed 16

suepand/dissoive the saplured baghouse mﬁds»fmmmg.pum

1010812008 2:98 PM

]
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LIME 8PRAY DRYER - FABRIC FILTER BYSTEM{Y
TOTAL ANNUAL COST SPREADSHEET F‘meﬂ%ﬁ‘

{Case 2: adding sukliary ool to dryer o raiso offgas temperatiire)

COST BASE DATE: First Quarter 2000 [2]
INPUT PARAMETERS,
~= inlat straam Howeate (naimi-base;

‘ - =iniat streoam tlowrste (sofmy:
« It stroam maleoular weight Utib-molay:
- Intet stream fowrsle (ibih);

- It streamn tempetatiure (oF):
= Inlat-sirenm prossure (o Hy):
- Hoquired spray doer kst fempentiure {oF):
- Fletoronse lemperature (oF):
- Haat capadity (Cp)of et stream (BTUA0F):
- Oust type;

- it dust loading (ar/aciual #3Y:
-~ irfot chusst {PM) rate (i)
« Gvarall PM contivt officlancy (%)
w Coont mulfur comtent (%)

- Inlot 8OZ rate (o) -

802 control efficiency (%)
w Coal heating value (BTUILY
o WK, Wistoeator solids content (b water):

- GHE vt factors {pransjaty:
« Stainless stoal roquired? {'yes's)no ‘-0}

~ Dastwiork valooiy (i),
« Ductwork-fength, straight egulvelent (It
-~ Hetrofil instalintion adjustrent tacter {appliad W now plant TCIY

o Gross. om dres required (2-caloulsted vis DS AT ratio
- Tols! borsepower rocairsment (i,
- Water raquiternent {palhr):

« Limaioononntralion {wt. %):
- L Taguirement (hfhr):

- Memt rea'd 1o warm iniel Sream 1o spray doyer lemp. {BTUHN!
Hw racfd-tionl comb, pmd il 10 spry dry, temp (BTUA):

« faadiipry Goal teguirement. {bihry:

o Ay ooed reguiremant (BT

— Ausliiary com) flue gas flowrts (actm & dryer inlet temp.):

- Yotal infet gas owrate to apray dryer {acim):
-~ isstwork diamater (it
- Queam prosoure drop {in w.ok

Toal Bopipment Cost{B)--par S0E proposal:
Purchased Eguipment Gos! (§)--per Menual tactors:
Total Cupital investmoent-now irstsilation {8319
?”ma& Capital Invastrant-ratiolit instaliation {8);

«« Pump design pressure (psig):

80,000

27
264137
225

28.50.

400

70

, 0814
Coal fhy ash
1,180

600.0

87

08

578

asa

11,088

0.50

2040

a0

o

‘Lime Speay Dryer 2002 101 8

[Cost compir,)

{Bimplot data]

{88 siack tesi

oo BACT et
{00 BALT alt]
F00 BACT alL]
o0BACT alt)
{DOEEEIA]
EOARCY
Simp.coat comj
[Sﬂs prop.}

zsma {ompsmi
100 [engs. judgmnt ]
1,18 jengr judomnt]

DERIGN PABANMETERS
28,687 8D proposa]
o %

1'(}‘33 “
0.782

w7 .
43,434,880
980

182
14,730,438
sﬁm‘
85,993
%]

BR7.850
1.047.427
2,139,848 [EGAF’C]»«{A}
2,480,828

WWWMWW

100812008 238 PN
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/082003 208 P

Ume Spray Dryar_2002 2 of 3

Operating fator (hriyr); T {penmit app)
me 0,15 [OAQPS Man.)
peraling labor rate (Shr): 181 2497 [DOUBLS]
- Operating labor tactor (hoish); 8 [SDS proposal]
Wmiﬁfkwhﬂ: B 0.0445 [DOE/EIA)
m;saﬁm::(&m% 450 {Sirplot data)
e e T 1.72 {Simplot dea]
aler prive {Sthousand gal): 0.25 [Simplot data]
Dust disposal ($on): 0 {enpr. judgmt]
Arnial intorest rate (action): 007 [OAGPS Man}
mmmm(yemg ffgimg‘- judgmt ]
g:gp#& recovery factor o088
rs): 2 (808 proposal
Capitat racovery factor (bags): 0.5531 I |
Taxes; insurancs, admin, fatlor: ves [OAQPS Man.|
ANNUAL COSTS 1841):
ftem Coat Data Source
Gpar, lubor 248,747 §DS, DOL
Supv. labor 42811 DAQPS Man.
Maintenanca {inl, bag replac.) 75,000 808 proposal
Aricity 8,308 $08, DOE
Elec-sio: pump p84 Simplat, DOE
[Sle. pump hg) &0 Sirplot
Lime. ) 46,480 S0S, Simphat
Auxifary ool 221,948
Water-imo prep 2,354 SD8,Simplot
Watergluicing 637 Simplot .
16l WiF, $C00gpY] 2549 Simplt ECAPC
Dust disposal {7} 0 Simplot,eng fdg.
Cvarhead 165,920 OAOPS han.
T ins.,adm 89,438
Cep. ooy, 270,185 )
Fotal Answal tamkm
COST-EFFECTIVENESS ABOVE BASELINE CONTROL:
CIE--PM(S/on); 18] 4
CE-802 * 8,762
ENERGY and ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.[9)
 Solid Waste
Callost, {toasiy) 4188
Energy-slectrical (RWhiyr) 1,584,448
Energy-ual (millon BTUlyr) 129,008
Wastewator .
1000 gaty) 255




@

ANNUAL COST WEIGHTING FACTORS

Cost WU Fagior
Opar. labor Q477
Bupv. lubor aoer
Maintenance 0.081
Hectrioity 0.055
Elog-sle, pump - 0002
Lime 6038
Aundliary coal 0180
Waterdime prop 0.002
Water-sluicing 0,001
Dust ispos. D000
Ovarhad 0,158
Taxing: adm 080
Cap. rocov. 0,219
Totl: _ o 1,000
S
NOTES:

[} Spray dyerdabic filter systom is. stzed snd costed for Simplot (Overton; NV said dryer.
Input {(vaste 4a8) purametats takon Trom Simplol date. Daslgn paramsters snd squipmiont
oost lumished by Spray Drying Systems, Randallstown, MO (e-mail from Flon Bayliss, mwm}
[2] Dato corresponding 1o dule of guotation, .
{3] Overall inataliation factor sbtained by tiuktiplying slandard factans for baghouses and mt
serubbors by the relative contribution sash makes 1o lotel aguipmant cost, per 808 quotation,
Conttibltions are: baghouw&ﬁ% W ryer {mﬁb&fé»«dﬁ%
a1 %mmwwmm Conirol, “ CRE PréasiLewis Publishers, 1880,
[6] Labor rates far rining Gperaions In Novada, per Burea of ‘Labor Statistics, DOL {Jan. m)
chargad by 1.8, wlilities to industrisl custermers [Jani-Aug: '99) par .

DOE's Energy Infaration Adninistration ("Monthly Enargy Review’):

dustcanba-sluiced and recycled oneslie. Thus, dust dispusal cost
sz
{81 Total anmsel oot {8r) dividisd by totak particulate captured

Uoneiyr), 1 PMID, PMES, or sther {ractions ane dositad, divide by ratio-

of PIIO, PMZ5, 910, ool P

{9} Irnpaots pertain to-amounts of solid and liyuid wisste generated, plus power consumed sea.
resultof using this shemative, Mowever, in this ¢ase; the sclid: waste {dusl) 18 dluiced on-siie dnd
recyoled 1o the process. Thus, il nol.a waste stream, perse W*MWM&W
Baqual to 1% of the slulee water Towate, W account for losses whils the waler is pumped trony the
Baghotisato the satling pond an-site. This siulos water fowrals mxmmmwmw“m«am
suspond/dissoive the coplursd Baghouse solids for sluiting purposes.
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